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Senate  Public  Works  Committee  reported  an 
original  bill,  S.  2300.  S.  Report  No.  I46I4 . 

Print  of  bill  and  report* 

Senate  passed  S.  2300  with  amendments. 

S.  2300  was  referred  to  House  Public  Works 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

House  committee  voted  to  report  S.  2300. 

House  committee  reported  S.  2300  with  amend¬ 
ment.  H.  Report  No.  973*  Print  of  bill  and 
report • 

House  Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for 
consideration  of  S.  2300.  H.  Res.  £88,  H. 

Report  No.  1021.  Print  of  resolution  and  report. 

House  began  debate  on  S.  2300. 

House  passed  S.  2300  with  amendments. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  2300. 

House  conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  2300. 

House  received  conference  report  on  S.  2300. 

H.  Report  No.  1170.  Print  of  report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report  on  S. 

2300. 

House  agreed  to  conference  report  on  S.  2300. 
Approved:  Public  Law  89-298. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  89-298 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL  ACTS  OF  1965. 

Provides  authorizations  for  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
for  various  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  projects. 
Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  and 
local  agencies  in  preparing  plans  in  accordance  with  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (Public  Law  89-80)  to  meet 
the  long-range  water  needs  of  the  northeastern  United 
States.  Such  plans  may  provide  for  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of 
a  system  of  major  reservoirs  to  be  located  within  river 
basins  of  the  northeastern  States,  major  conveyance  facili 
ties  by  which  water  may  be  exchanged  between  river  basins, 
and  major  purification  facilities. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Harris  criticized  fees  established  under  Land  and  Water  Conserva¬ 

tion  Fund.  Sen.  Kuchel  urged  increased  production  of  "quality"  cotton  to  compete 
with  synthetics.  Rep.  Ashbrook  criticized  alleged  "partisan  policies"  to  promote 
passage  of  farm  bill.  /Rep.  Purcell  urged  passage  of  farm  bill. 


SENATE 

1.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with\amendments 
S. /1764,  to  authorize  the  acquisition  of  certain  lands  within  the  boundaries  of 
( e  Unita  National  Forest,  Utah  (S.  Kept.  467).  p.  16743 

VETERANS '  BENEFITS.  By  a  vote  of  69  to  17,  passed  as  reported  S.  9,  to  gLve 
cold  war  veterans  educational  and  home-loan  benefits  similar  to  those  of  World 
War  II  and  Korean  conflict  veterans,  including  institutional  on-farm  trainii 
and  home  and  farm  loan  assistance  by  the  Veterans  Administration,  pp.  16672- 
16676-7,  16679-82,  16684-724 


8. 


.LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  625,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  the  sale  of  certain 
ox  disconnected  tracts  of  land,  and  S.  1190,  to  provide  that  certain  limita-y 
tiops  shall  not  apply  to  certain  land  patented  to  Alaska  for  the  use  of  thj 
University  of  Alaska,  p.  D665 


4. 


RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  S.  34,  with  amendment,  to  make  certain  provisions  in 
connection\with  construction  of  the  Garrison  diversion  unit,  Missouri  River 
Basin  project,  p.  D665 


5.  RESEARCH,  Passed  as  reported  S.  949,  to  authorize  a  5-year  program  of  matching 
grants  to  the  States  by  the  Commerce  Department  in  a  cooperative  effort  to 
promote  the  wider  diffusion  and  more  effective  application .of  the  findings  of 
science  and  technology  throughout  commerce  and  industry,  /pp.  16728-32 


6.  HEALTH.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  510,  to  extend  and  amend  certain 

expiring  provisions  of  ti'he  Public  Health  Service  Act  relating  to  community 
health  services  (p.  16672\.  House  conferees  have  pLready  been  appointed. 


7.  USER  CHARGES;  CONSERVATION,  ^n.  Harris  criticized  user  charges  established 
under  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund,  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to 
give  Congress  veto  power  over  any  fees  established  by  Federal  agencies,  and 
inserted  an  Okla.  Legislature  resolution  in'support  of  his  position,  p.  16645 


COTTON.  Sen.  Kuchel  urged  increased 'production  of  "quality”  cotton  to  compete 
more  effectively  with  synthetics,  expressed  opposition  to  payment  of  price 
supports  "on  cotton  that  is  not  of  sufficiently  high  quality  to  be  used  in  our 
high-speed  and  efficient  modern  textile  mills,"  and  inserted  a  letter  from  the 
president  of  the  Western  Cotton  Growers  As^oc.  in  support  of  his  position, 
p.  16657 


9.  HOUSING  LOANS.  Conferees  were/appointed  by  botK  Houses  on  H.  R.  7984,  the 
housing  and  urban  development  bill.  pp.  16555,  NL6700 

Sen.  Byrd,  W.  Va. ,  inserted  an  article  by  Vice\President  Humphrey  reviewing 
and  commending  the  housing  and  urban  development  brl.1.  pp.  16660-1 


10.  PUBLIC  WORKS;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  an  original 
bill,  S.  2300,  to  authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  (S.  Rept.  464).  p.  16646 


11. 


DISASTER  RELIEF.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Inouye,  S\  1861,  to 
provide  additional  assistance  for  areas  suffering  a  major  disaster,  p.  16644 


HOUSE 


LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1966.  Conferees  were  appointed  &n  this 
bill,  H.  R.  8775,  which  includes  items  for  the  Government  Printing  Office  and 
Library  of  Congress  (pp.  16553-5).  Senate  conferees  have  already  beei 
pointed. 


SALINE-WATER;  RESEARCH.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  24,  to  expand,  extend, 
and  accelerate  the  saline  water  conversion  program  conducted  by  Interior 
(p.  16555).  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed. 


SENATE 


89th  Congress 
1st  Session 


} 


Calendar  No.  448 

j  Report 

1  No.  464 


PUBLIC  WORKS  AUTHORIZATIONS,  1965,  RIVERS  AND 
HARBORS— FLOOD  CONTROL  AND  MULTIPLE-PURPOSE 
PROJECTS 


July  19,  1965. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  McNamara,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2300] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  2300)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  authorize  construction  of  certain  navi¬ 
gation,  beach  erosion  control,  flood  control,  multiple  purpose,  and 
related  projects,  on  which  favorable  recommendations  have  been  made 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  to  extend  the  authorized  comprehensive 
program  for  control  of  obnoxious  aquatic  plant  growths  from  navi¬ 
gable  waters ;  to  grant  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  State  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  for  construction  of  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River;  to  provide 
for  loans  to  enable  responsible  local  interests  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation  in  economically  depressed  areas;  to  approve 
certain  procedures  for  prosecution  of  the  work  in  the  Scioto  River 
Basin,  Ohio;  to  authorize  a  comprehensive  survey  of  the  southeast 
Michigan  area;  to  authorize  surveys  of  problems  on  streams  in  other 
localities,  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers;  to  provide  for 
reimbursement  to  local  interests  for  work  done  on  authorized  beach 
erosion  control  projects.  All  the  works  of  improvement  authorized 
in  this  bill  are  to  be  prosecuted  in  accordance  with  existing  law  and 
stipulations  contained  in  the  appropriate  project  documents  as  modi¬ 
fied  by  certain  comments  and  remarks  contained  herein. 


50-S94 — 65 - 1 


2 
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Hearings 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  held  hearings  for  a  total  of  17  days 
on  projects  and  reports  that  had  been  favorably  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  on  proposed  legislation  that  had  been  referred  to 
it,  and  on  proposals  for  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
Nation.  The  hearings  were  initiated  in  March  and  extended  through 
June.  During  the  course  of  the  hearings,  testimony  was  received 
from  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Members  of  Congress,  Federal  and  State 
officials,  representatives  of  local  organizations,  and  from  citizens 
interested  in  specific  projects  and  proposals.  The  members  of  the 
committee  devoted  many  long  hours  in  the  conduct  of  these  hearings 
and  in  the  consideration  of  the  material  thus  presented. 

Need  for  Bill 

Over  the  years,  the  Congress  has  evolved  a  body  of  legislation  estab¬ 
lishing  the  Federal  interest  in  civil  works  projects  for  many  purposes. 
As  a  result  of  a  number  of  authorizing  acts,  a  considerable  Federal 
program  of  such  projects  has  been  developed.  However,  many  other 
problems  and  meritorious  projects  still  await  study  and  consideration. 
Continuing  study  and  revision  of  the  program  in  keeping  with  current 
and  prospective  needs  are  essential  to  sound  regional  and  national 
development  and  to  efficient  use  of  the  Nation’s  financial  and  natural 
resources.  The  projects  contained  in  this  bill  are  the  results  of  such 
study.  The  bill  is  necessary  to  provide  authorization  for  their 
undertaking,  and  for  effective  continuing  undertaking  of  certain 
comprehensive  river  basin  plans  and  programs  previously  authorized 
by  the  Congress. 

General  Statement 

The  last  general  authorization  bill  was  the  act  of  October  23,  1962. 
It  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Congress  to  consider  authorization  bills 
of  this  nature  at  intervals  of  from  2  to  4  years.  Since  the  last  authori¬ 
zation  bill,  many  favorable  reports  on  proposed  projects  have  been 
transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  There  are  also 
several  matters  of  general  legislation  which  should  be  considered  at 
this  time. 

The  survey  program  forms  the  basis  for  the  entire  civil  works  pro¬ 
gram  and  should  be  kept  current  and  abreast  of  the  present  needs  of 
various  areas  and  localities  of  our  country.  The  bill  includes  authori¬ 
zation  for  additional  surveys  of  flood  control  and  navigation  projects. 

The  projects  recommended  for  authorization  by  the  committee  will 
prove  to  be  a  valuable  addition  to  the  existing  Federal  water  resource 
program.  The  projects  have  been  conceived  and  recommended  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  prevent  or  reduce  the  damages  caused  by 
rampaging  flood  waters;  to  provide  water  for  municipal,  agricultural, 
and  industrial  use;  to  generate  hydroelectric  power  for  our  cities  and 
farms;  to  provide  recreational  facilities;  and  to  develop  and  improve 
the  Nation’s  navigation  facilities.  Their  early  authorization  will 
benefit  the  entire  country. 
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The  Federal  civil  works  program  under  jurisdiction  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  embraces  the  works  for  improving  rivers,  lakes,  coastal 
areas,  and  harbors  of  the  United  States  in  the  interest  of  navigation, 
flood  control,  hydroelectric  power  development,  water  supply,  pollu¬ 
tion  abatement,  recreation,  beach  erosion  control,  and  other  allied 
water  purposes.  Much  of  this  work  has  been  carried  on  for  over  140 
years  since  the  first  appropriation  by  Congress  in  1824.  In  the  river 
and  harbor  and  flood  control  legislation  since  that  time  Congress  has 
delineated  the  policies,  prescribed  the  procedures  and  authorized  the 
water  resources  developments  which  constitute  the  present  civil  works 
program,  and  has  delegated  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  the  duty  of 
planning,  providing,  and  administering  the  works  involved  therein. 

Water  transportation  plays  an  important  and  useful  part  in  the 
national  economy.  The  Federal  river  and  harbor  program  has  pro¬ 
duced  the  best  system  of  navigable  harbors  and  waterways  possessed 
by  any  nation.  Since  Congress  initiated  the  program  in  1824,  con- 
(  siderable  sums  of  money  have  been  appropriated  for  improving  and 
maintaining  the  navigable  waterways  of  the  Nation.  The  resulting 
improved  wateiways  carry  a  huge  tonnage  of  foreign  and  interstate 
commerce,  have  made  possible  free,  easy,  and  unobstructed  interstate 
commerce,  and  have  more  than  justified  their  provision. 

Flood  control  as  a  Federal  activity  is  of  comparatively  recent  origin. 
Large-scale  and  effective  Federal  flood  control  operations  in  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  Valley  date  from  1928,  and  nationwide  Federal  operations 
began  in  1936  with  the  enactment  of  the  first  general  flood  control  act. 

The  present  Federal  flood  control  program  includes  over  800  flood 
prevention  projects  that  are  in  operation,  having  been  previously 
authorized  by  the  Congress.  These  projects  are  located  in  nearly 
every  State  of  the  Union.  The  projects  are  chiefly  multiple-use 
developments  which  are  components  of  comprehensive  river  develop¬ 
ment  plans  for  the  conservation,  control,  and  beneficial  use  of  water 
in  the  best  balanced  interest  of  all  elements  involved. 

Monetary  Summary  of  Bill 


The  following  table  summarizes  the  number  of  projects  contained 
|  in  the  bill,  together  with  the  total  estimated  Federal  cost: 


Number 

Amount 

Title  I: 

Navigation  projects _ _ _ 

37 

$232, 926, 000 
4, 415, 400 

8 

Total,  title  I _ _ 

45 

237, 341, 400 

1,731,144, 100 

Title  II: 

Flood  control  and  multiple -purpose  projects _ 

64 

Grand  total _ 

109 

1,968,485, 500 

4 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS - FLOOD  CONTROL 


List  of  Projects  by  States 

Project 
Alabama : 

Navigation: 

Bayou  La  Batre _ 

Perdido  Pass _ 


Estimated 
Federal  cost 


$262,  000 
625,  000 


Total _  887,  000 

Flood  control _  None 


Total,  Alabama _  887,  000 


Alaska _  None 

Arizona: 

Flood  control: 

Indian  Bend  Wash _  7,  250,  000 

Phoenix _ - -  58,  310,  000 

Winslow _  2,  775,  000 


Total,  Arizona _  68,  335,  000 


Arkansas.  (See  Mississippi.) 

California : 

Navigation: 

Bodega  Bay _  853,  000 

Oceanside  Harbor _  Maintenance 

Port  San  Luis _  6,  360,  000 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton _  46,  853,  000 


Total _  54,  066,  000 


Flood  control: 

Eel  River _ _ _  13,732,000 

Napa  River _  14,  950,  000 

San  Diego  River _  14,  600,  000 

Santa  Rosa  Wash _  6,  430,  pOO 

Sonoma  Creek _  9,  400,  000 

Tahquitz  Creek _  3,  030,  000 

Yuba  River,  Bullards  Bar _  8,  979,  pOO 


Total _  71,  121.  000 


Total,  California _  125,  187,  000 

Colorado : 

Flood  control:  Arkansas  River  at  Las  Animas _  1,  541,  000 


Connecticut: 

Flood  control: 

Housatonic  River _  5, 100,  000 

Stratford _  4,  340,  000 


Total,  Connecticut _  9,  440,  000 

Delaware _  None 


Florida: 

Navigation: 

Broward  County _  1,  093,  000 

East  Pass  Channel.. _  1, 151,  000 

Fort  Pierce _ _  220,  000 

Jacksonville  Harbor _  8,  484,  000 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet _  1,  104,  000 


Total _  12,  052,  000 
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Project 

Florida — Continued  Estimated 

Flood  control:  Federal  cost 

Biscayne  Bay _  $1,  954,  000 

Hendry  County _  4,  986,  000 

Phillippi  Creek _ _  4,  592,  000 

Southwest  Dade  County _  4,  903,  000 


Total _ _  16,  435,  000 


Total,  Florida _  28,  487,  000 


Georgia : 

Navigation:  Savannah  Harbor _  7,112,000 

Flood  control:  Flint  River _  88,  653,  000 


Total,  Georgia _  95,  765,  000 


Hawaii: 

Navigation: 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands _  4,  737,  000 

Haleiwa  Beach _  572,  400 

Honokahau  Harbor _  680,  000 

Honolulu  Harbor-Barbers  Point  Harbor _  9,  928,  000 

Kawaihae  Harbor _  2,  291,  000 

Waikiki  Beach _  2,  490,  000 


Total _  20,  698,  400 

Flood  control _  None 


Total,  Hawaii _  20,  698,  400 

Idaho _ _ : _ _ _  None 

Illinois : 

Navigation:  Evanston _  392,  000 


Flood  control: 

East  St.  Louis _  6,  180,  000 

Kaskaskia  River  levees _ _ _  3,  498,  000 

Wabash  River.  (See  Indiana.) 

Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District _  179,  000 


Total _ _ _  9,  857,  000 


Total,  Illinois _  10,  249,  000 


Indiana : 

Navigation: 

Indiana  Harbor _  96,  000 

Burns  Waterway _  25,  000,  000 


Total _ _ _ _  25,096,000 


Flood  control: 

Wabash  River  Interim  Report  No.  1 _  44,  800,  000 

Wabash  River  Interim  Report  No.  2 _  72,  900,  000 


Total _  117,  700,  000 


Total,  Indiana _  142,  796,  000 


Iowa: 

Flood  control: 

Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers _  17,  570,  000 

Big  Sioux  River _ _ _  6,  400,  000 

Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers,  Iowa  and  Mo. 

(See  Missouri.) 

Grand  River,  Iowa  and  Mo.  (See  Missouri.) 


Total,  Iowa _  23,  970,  000 
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Kansas:  Estimated 

Flood  control:  Federal  cost 

Big  Creek  at  Hays _  $2,  702,  000 

John  Redmond  Dam _  730,  000 

Walnut  River _  66,  036,  000 

Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend _  4,  030,  000 


Total,  Kansas _ _ _  73,  498,  000 


Kentucky : 

Flood  control: 

Big  South  Fork-Devils  Jumps  Dam  (see  also  Tennessee) .  151,  000,  000 

Martins  Fork  Reservoir _  4,  860,  000 

Big  Sandy  River -  51,  491,  000 


Total,  Kentucky _  207,  351,  000 


Louisiana : 

Navigation:  Mementau  River _  2,  690,  000 

Flood  control: 

Bayou  Bodcau _  1,  524,  000 

Caddo  Dam _  1,  934,  000 

Grand  Isle  and  vicinity _  5,  500,  000 

Lake  Pontchartrain _  56,  922,  000 

Morgan  City  and  vicinity _  3,  049,  000 

Ouachita  River  at  Monroe _  520,  000 


Total _  69,  449,  000 


Total,  Louisiana _  72,  139,  000 

Maine : 

Flood  control:  St.  John  River _  227,  000,  000 

Maryland : 

Navigation:  Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County _  323,  000 

Massachusetts : 

Navigation:  Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston 
Harbor _ : _  12,  500,  000 


Michigan: 

Navigation: 

Alpena  Harbor _  806,  000 

Frankfort  Harbor _ , _  237,  000 

Lexington  Harbor _  563,  000 

Saginaw  Harbor _  437,  000 


Total _  2,  043,  000 

Flood  control:  Grand  River  at  Grandville _  1,  373,  000 


Total,  Michigan -  3,  416,  000 


Minnesota: 

Flood  control: 

Big  Stone  Lake  (see  also  South  Dakota) _  3,  885,  000 

Zumbro  River _  975,  000 


Total,  Minnesota _  4,  860,  000 

Mississippi:  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  (see  also  Arkan¬ 
sas,  Missouri,  Louisiana,  Illinois,  Kentucky,  and  Tennessee) __  181,  109,  100 


Missouri : 

Flood  control: 

Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers _  9,  167,  000 

Grand  River -  278,  635,  000 

Mississippi  River  and  tributaries.  (See  Mississippi.) 


Total,  Missouri -  287,  802,  000 

Montana _  None 
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Project  Estimated 

Nebraska :  Federal  cost 

Flood  control:  Little  Nemaha  River _  $1,  524,  000 

Nevada _  None 

New  Hampshire _  None 


New  Jersey: 

Navigation: 

Atlantic  City _  Periodic 

nourishment 

New  York-New  Jersey  channels.  (See  New  York.) 

New  York  Harbor  anchorages.  (See  New  York.) 

Perth  Amboy _  82,  000 


Total _ _ _  82,  000 

Flood  control:  Rahway  River _  1,  514,  000 


Total,  New  Jersey _  1,  596,  000 

New  Mexico _  None 


New  York: 

Navigation: 

New  York-New  Jersey  channels _  2,  581,  000 

New  York  Harbor  anchorages _  44,  852,  000 


Total _  47,  433,  000 


Flood  control: 

East  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay _  32,  620,  000 

Staten  Island _  6,  230,  000 


Total _  38,  850,  000 


Total,  New  York _  86,  283,  000 


North  Carolina: 

Flood  Control: 

Neuse  River _  18,  600,  000 

New  Bern _  10,  400,  000 

Ocracoke  Island _  1,  636,  000 


Total,  North  Carolina _  30,  636,  000 

North  Dakota _  None 


Ohio: 

Navigation : 

Rocky  River  Harbor _  235,  000 

West  Harbor _ III _ _  544,  000 


Total _  779,  000 


Flood  control: 

Chagrin  River _  2,  200,  000 

Maumee  River  at  Findlay _  9,  317,  000 


Total _  11,  517,  000 


Total,  Ohio _ _ _  12,  296,  000 

Oklahoma: 

Flood  control:  Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir _ _ _ 6,  150,  000 


Oregon : 

Navigation : 

Chetco  River _ _ _  1,  308,  000 

Port  Orford _  696,  000 

John  Day  lock  and  dam _  676,  000 


Total _ _ _  2,680,000 

Flood  control:  Willow  Creek _  6,  680,  000 


Total,  Oregon _ _ _ 9,  360,  000 
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Pennsylvania: 

Flood  control: 

Chartiers  Creek _ 

Sandy  Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois - - 

Total,  Pennsylvania - 

Rhode  Island: 

Navigation: 

Cliff  Walk _ 

Providence  River  and  Harbor - 

Total _ 

Flood  control:  Westerly _ 

Total,  Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina: 

Navigation:  Hunting  Island  Beach - 

South  Dakota: 

Flood  control: 

Big  Stone  Lake.  (See  Minnesota.) 

Big  Sioux  River.  (See  Iowa.) 

Tennessee: 

Flood  control: 

Big  South  Fork-Devils  Jumps  Dam.  (See  Kentucky.) 
Mississippi  River  and  tributaries.  (See  Mississippi.) 

Texas : 

Navigation:  Chocolate  Bayou _ 

Flood  control: 

Buffalo  River _ 

El  Paso,  El  Paso  County _ •_ - 

Highland  Bayou _ 

Taylors  Bayou _ 


Estimated 
Federal  cost 

$12,  207,  000 
1,  654,  000 


13,  861,  000 


340,  000s 
13,  900,  000 


14,  240,  000 
3,  287,  000' 


17,  572,  000 
319, 000 


1,  254,  0001 


1,  800,  000' 
12,  493,  000 
3,  500,  000 
6,  290,  000' 


Total 


24,  083,  000 


Total,  Texas _  25,  337,  000 

Utah _  None- 

Vermont _  None 


Virginia: 

Navigation: 

Hampton  Creek _  Maintenance 

Newport  News  Channel _  7,  095,  000 

Newport  News-Norfolk  Harbor _  25,  600,  000 


Total,  Virginia _  32,  695,  000 


Washington: 

Navigation: 

John  Day  lock  and  dam.  (See  Oregon.) 

Edmonds  Harbor _  Maintenance- 

West  Virginia: 

Flood  control: 

Cheat  River _ _  133,  548,  000> 

Big  Sandy.  (See  Kentucky.) 

Wisconsin _  None 

Wyoming _ None 

Puerto  Rico _  None 


Grand  total _  1,.  968, 485, 500 
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Committee  Recommendations 

The  committee  recommends  adoption  of  the  projects  and  plans 
substantially  as  set  forth  in  the  bill,  subject  to  certain  qualifying 
remarks  as  ^follows  (details  and  provisions  of  ail  items  contained  in  the 
bill  are  set,  forth  elsewhere  in  this  report) : 

Control  of  obnoxious  aquatic  plants  in  navigable  and  allied  waters. — ■ 
The  committee  desires  to  make  it  clear  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
administering  this  program  will  be  expected  to  fully  coordinate  all 
activities  in  furtherance  of  such  a  program  with  other  interested 
Federal  agencies.  Such  coordination  should  insure  that  there  will  be 
no  overlapping  or  conflict  with  the  programs  and  responsibilities  of 
other  agencies  in  associated  control  programs. 

Hampton  Creek,  Va. — It  is  noted  that  local  interests,  due  to  acceler¬ 
ated  development  of  shore  areas,  are  unable  to  furnish  areas  for 
dredged  spoil  during  periodic  maintenance  of  the  channels.  The 
committee  considers  it  equitable  since  other  Federal  projects  in  the 
Hampton  Roads  area  use  the  Craney  Island  disposal  area  for  the 
deposit  of  dredged  spoil,  that  spoil  from  the  Hampton  Creek  project 
also  be  deposited  at  Craney  Island  at  no  cost  to  local  interests. 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Ind. — The  committee  has  seen  fit  to 
include  language  in  the  bill  providing  that  any  funds  appropriated  for 
the  project  shall  not  be  utilized  until  such  time  as  the  Indiana  Dunes 
have  been  preserved  and  protected  as  a  national  lakeshore  by  act  of 
Congress.  Also,  the  committee  desires  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
give  full  consideration  to  any  changes  or  modifications  in  design  of 
the  project  that  may  be  suggested  by  the  State  of  Indiana,  provided 
such  changes  are  consistent  with  the  overall  plan  of  development  as 
proposed  in  House  Document  160,  88th  Congress. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Tex. — Prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction  of  this  project,  the  committee  desires  that  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  restudy  the  matter  of  cost  sharing  and  advise  the  committee 
concerning  potential  additional  users  of  this  waterway,  together  with 
his  recommendations  for  cost  sharing. 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  Calif. — Prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to 
initiate  construction  of  that  feature  of  the  project  for  enlargement  and 
deepening  to  45  feet  of  a  maneuvering  area  adjacent  to  a  refinery 
owned  by  the  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  California,  the  committee  desires 
that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  restudy  the  matter  of  cost  sharing  and 
advise  the  committee  concerning  potential  additional  users  of  this 
waterway,  together  with  his  recommendations  for  cost  sharing.  The 
committee  desires  to  make  it  clear,  however,  that  this  restudy  is  not 
intended  to  delay  prosecution  of  the  remaining  features  of  the  project. 

Great  Lakes  and  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  deicing  study. — The  committee 
realizes  the  extent  of  the  problem  involved  in  keeping  the  channels 
of  the  Great  Lakes  and  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  open  for  navigation  the 
entire  year,  but  believes  that  the  matter  should  be  fully  explored 
because  of  its  economic  and  national  defense  aspects.  While  it  is 
desirable  to  have  year-round  navigation  on  the  Great  Lakes  and  its 
connecting  waterways,  any  extension  of  the  navigation  season  would 
be  useful.  In  this  connection,  if  at  any  time  during  the  course  of  this 
investigation,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  it  is  feasible  to  extend 
the  navigation  season  even  if  on  a  limited  basis,  he  should  report  such 
findings  to  the  committee  in  advance  of  completion  of  the  entire 
survey. 
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Central  and  southern  Florida  project. — The  committee  has  approved 
the  construction  of  two  projects  as  part  of  the  overall  central  and 
southern  Florida  project.  In  view  of  the  recent  increase  in  monetary 
authorization  provided  for  in  Public  Law  43,  89th  Congress,  the 
committee  expects  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  prosecute  these 
additional  projects  to  the  extent  possible,  within  the  monetary 
authorization  made  available  for  the  comprehensive  plan. 

Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Floodway,  Mo. — Local  interests  believe 
they  should  not  be  required  to  furnish  modified  flowage  easements 
needed  for  the  recommended  improvement  of  the  Birds  Point-New 
Madrid  Floodway.  Cost  of  these  easements  is  presently  estimated 
at  $5  million.  Operation  of  the  floodway  is  part  of  an  overall  plan 
for  controlling  floodwaters  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The  floodway  is 
put  into  operation  in  order  to  protect  areas  outside  of  the  floodway 
at  the  expense  of  lands  in  the  floodway.  Flowage  easements  for  the 
presently  authorized  project  were  obtained  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  as  were  similar  easements  needed  for  other  floodways  in  the 
Mississippi  River  alluvial  valley.  In  consideration  of  these  factors, 
the  committee  concludes  that  the  flowage  easements  necessary  for 
operation  of  the  floodway  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  should  be 
acquired  at  Federal  expense,  and  accordingly  has  included  appropriate 
language  in  the  bill. 

St.  Francis  River  Basin. — The  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  308,  88th  Congress,  recommended  among  other  things,  the 
construction  of  certain  modifications  in  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin. 
Construction  of  these  improvements  as  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  would  be  subject  to  the  conditions  that  local  interests 
furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  [necessary  for  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction;  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  the  works  after  completion;  and  make  all  necessary  relocations 
to  highway  bridges.  Local  interests  have  requested  that  this  new 
work  for  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin  be  authorized  under  the  same 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  that  apply  to  previously  authorized 
work;  namely,  maintenance  of  the  levees. 

It  is  not  clear  to  the  committee,  however,  what  the  relationship  of 
the  projects  recommended  under  House  Document  308  are  to  the  work 
previously  authorized,  specifically  why  previously  authorized  project 
did  not  have  recommendations  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  setting 
out  the  requirements  for  local  cooperation  in  accordance  with  the 
1936  Flood  Control  Act. 

The  committee  is  unable  to  make  a  judgment  at  this  time  whether 
a  basis  exists  for  making  an  exception  to  the  normal  requirement  for 
local  cooperation.  Llowever,  the  committee  desires  that  the  project 
go  forward  leaving  the  matter  of  local  cooperation  to  be  resolved  by 
the  committee  at  a  later  date  after  obtaining  from  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  additional  information. 

The  committee  desires  the  Chief  of  Engineers  review  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  St.  Francis  River  Basin  project  recommended  modifica¬ 
tions  as  they  relate  to  local  cooperation,  with  particular  reference  to 
Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing  and  report  to  the  committee 
within  1  year  from  the  passage  of  this  act. 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report  should  clearly  define  the  local 
cooperation  that  is  presently  required  under  the  existing  project  by 
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the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946,  which  is  proposed  for  the  modification 
in  accordance  with  present  policies,  together  with  his  recommendations 
for  an  equitable  solution  to  this  matter. 

Red  River  backwater  area. — Local  interests  believe  they  should  not 
be  required  to  operate  and  maintain  the  pumping  plant  station  recom¬ 
mended  for  authorization  in  the  Red  River  backwater  area,  presently 
estimated  to  cost  $110,000  annually.  This  pumping  plant  lies  within 
an  area  which  serves  as  a  midriver  reservoir  for  the  storage  of  flood- 
waters  originating  in  other  regions  of  the  country  during  major  floods 
and  is  used  exclusively  for  the  removal  of  floodwaters  during  periods 
of  high  river  stages.  Similar  pumping  plants  in  the  Mississippi  River 
and  tributaries  project  are  maintained  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  Federal  Government  should  maintain 
and  operate  the  pumping  plant  recommended  for  authorization  in  the 
Red  River  backwater  area,  thus  placing  the  improvement  in  conform¬ 
ity  with  authorized  pumping  plants  of  a  similar  nature  presently 
included  in  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project.  Also,  the 
committee  desires  to  make  it  clear  that  the  pumping  plant  is  used 
only  for  the  removal  of  floodwaters  and  for  no  other  purpose.  On  this 
basis,  the  committee  feels  it  is  justified  in  recommending  Federal 
maintenance  and  operation  of  this  facility. 

Yazoo  River  backwater  pumping  plants. — The  Mississippi  River 
Commission  in  its  report  published  as  House  Document  No.  308, 
88tli  Congress,  recommended  the  substitution  of  gravity  structures 
for  the  removal  of  interior  drainage  during  periods  of  high  water. 
However,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  after  careful  review  of  the  matter 
did  not  concur  in  the  recommendations  of  the  president,  Mississippi 
River  Commission.  He  concluded  that  the  use  of  sump  areas  or 
ponding  areas  was  desirable  but  that  the  existing  authority  for  the 
construction  of  pumping  plants  should  not  be  removed  in  case  such 
items  were  subsequently  needed. 

The  committee  concurs  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  desires  to  make  it  clear  that  nothing  in  this  act  shall 
be  construed  as  affecting  the  pumping  plants  in  the  Yazoo  backwater 
area  as  authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  August  18,  1941. 

Caddo  Dam,  La. — The  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report  published 
as  Senate  Document  No.  39,  89tli  Congress,  recommends  that  the 
Federal  Government  reconstruct  the  existing  Caddo  Dam  Federal 
navigation  structure.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  reports  that  the  project 
is  in  very  poor  condition  and  is  subject  to  failure  if  corrective  measures 
are  not  taken  at  this  time.  He  recommends  reconstruction  subject 
to  the  usual  conditions  of  local  cooperation,  including  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  recommend  reconstruction  of  the  project  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  that  local  interests  be  required  to  maintain  and  operate  the 
project  after  reconstruction. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  represent 
a  departure  from  the  normal  conditions  of  local  cooperation  for  a 
Federal  navigation  structure,  even  though  the  project  is  not  presently 
required  in  the  interest  of  general  navigation. 

The  committee  after  carefully  considering  all  the  facts  in  this  case, 
feels  that  the  benefits  that  will  accrue  to  the  project  may  justify 
maintenance  and  operation  by  local  interests  on  an  interim  basis. 
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However,  the  committee  desires  to  make  it  clear  that  local  interests 
shall  not  be  required  to  furnish  any  assurances  of  local  cooperation 
other  than  those  relating  to  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project, 
and  that  local  interests  will  be  relieved  of  such  responsibility  at  such 
time  as  the  project  becomes  part  of  a  federally  authorized  navigation 
development. 

Arkansas  River  navigation  project  (railroad  bridge  maintenance). — 
Congress,  in  1946,  authorized  the  multiple-purpose  development  of 
the  Arkansas  River  Basin.  The  plan  of  improvement  provides  for 
coordinated  development  to  serve  navigation,  produce  hydroelectric 
power,  afford  additional  flood  control  and  provide  related  benefits  in 
connection  with  other  activities  such  as  recreation  and  wildlife 
propagation. 

The  committee  is  informed  that  the  navigation  project  as  a  whole 
is  approximately  50  percent  completed.  The  target  date  for  the 
project  to  become  operational  is  1970.  The  project  is  estimated  to 
cost  in  excess  of  $1  billion  but  after  completion  will  produce  benefits 
in  excess  of  $65  million  annually. 

Concerning  maintenance  of  railroad  bridges,  House  Document  No. 
758,  79th  Congress,  contains  the  following  provision: 

The  Arkansas  River  Survey  Board  recommends  that  the 
following  be  constructed,  maintained,  and  operated  at 
Federal  expense,  provided  local  interests  provide  adequate 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities  for  navigation,  bear  the  in¬ 
creased  cost  of  maintenance  and  operation  of  all  altered 
rail  and  highway  routes,  including  bridges  and  appurte¬ 
nances  *  *  *. 

The  committee,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  above  provision  as  it 
relates  to  increased  maintenance  of  railroad  bridges,  considers  it  to 
be  the  intent  of  Congress  that  owners  of  railroad  bridges  should  bear 
any  increased  costs  of  maintenance  thus  occasioned  by  the  project, 
unless  other  local  interests  are  willing  to  accept  responsibility  for 
such  costs. 

Pine  Bluff,  Ark. — -The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  relocating  the  existing 
gravity  flow  outfall  sewer  line  at  Pine  Bluff,  Ark.,  in  connection  with 
the  Arkansas  River  navigation  project.  He  finds  that  construction 
of  a  force-main  outfall  line  will  be  more  economical  to  the  Federal 
Government.  However,  under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  Rivtr 
navigation  project,  local  interests  will  be  required  to  maintain  and 
operate  the  system. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff  will  receive  no 
additional  benefits  as  a  result  of  the  replacement  of  its  sewer  outfall 
system  but  is  being  asked  to  assume  increased  maintenance  charges. 
Therefore,  it  is  considered  equitable  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
assume  such  construction  and  increased  maintenance  costs  as  may 
be  involved  in  the  replacement  of  this  facility,  and  the  committee 
has  accordingly  included  appropriate  language  in  the  bill. 

Walnut  Basin,  Kans.- — 'The  committee  recommends  authorization 
of  three  reservoirs — El  Dorado,  Douglas,  and  Towanda — and  two 
local  protection  projects  at  El  Dorado  and  Winfield,  Kans.,  proposed 
by  the  Walnut  Basin  plan.  Evidence  supplied  the  committee,  sup¬ 
ported  by  comments  of  the  State  of  Kansas  on  the  plan,  reveals  that 
while  authorization  of  the  entire  basin  plan  is  justified  at  this  time, 
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special  problems  associated  with  the  Towanda  Reservoir  deserve 
comment. 

Towanda  Reservoir  constitutes  major  flood  control  structure  in 
this  basin  plan.  The  State  of  Kansas,  looking  to  the  future,  antici¬ 
pates  repetition  and  intensification  of  past,  critical  water  shortages 
which  will  require  the  most  efficient  use  of  water  from  the  Whitewater 
River  on  which  Towanda  Reservoir  is  proposed  to  be  constructed. 
Unfortunately,  all  tributaries  of  the  Whitewater  do  not  supply  high 
quality  water.  In  periods  of  low  flow,  dilution  may  well  become 
necessary  to  supply  water  from  the  Towanda  Reservoir  usable  for 
municipal  and  some  industrial  uses. 

Towanda  should  be  constructed  as  an  essential  element  of  the  flood 
protection  plan.  However,  this  committee,  which  also  concerns  itself 
with  the  availability  of  high-quality  water  supplies,  endorses  the 
recommendations  of  the  State  of  Kansas;  namely,  that  no  funds  for 
the  construction  of  Towanda  should  be  appropriated  until  the  proposed 
|  design  and  operation  of  Towanda  Reservoir  have  been  approved  by 
the  State  of  Kansas  based  upon  the  effect  upon  the  quality  of  future 
water  supplies. 

Further,  the  committee  is  convinced  that  every  effort  should  be 
made  to  expedite  maximum  development  of  the  associated  Whitewater 
watershed.  This  development  would  provide  some  limited  flood 
storage  in  the  period  prior  to  construction  of  Towanda.  It  would  also 
provide  watershed  structures  to  hold  back  flow  on  poorer  quality 
tributaries  of  the  Whitewater  in  periods  of  low  flow  so  as  to  preserve 
the  vital  water  quality  in  Towanda.  Indications  are  that  some  flood 
control  benefits  currently  assigned  to  the  Towanda  structure  can  be 
assigned  upstream  watershed  protection  without  jeopardizing  the 
benefit-cost  justification  of  Towanda  and,  at  the  same  time,  enhance 
the  potential  development  of  the  watershed.  The  committee  urges 
that  this  course  be  explored  with  the  cooperation  of  all  responsible 
agencies. 

Indian  Bend  Wash,  Ariz. — The  committee  notes  that  the  Indian 
Bend  Wash  project  has  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.8  and  will  provide 
much-needed  flood  protection  to  the  highly  developed  residential  area 
of  the  city  of  Scottsdale  and  other  areas  along  Indian  Bend  Wash. 

|  However,  tne  city  of  Tempe,  Ariz.,  located  on  Salt  River  downstream 
of  Indian  Bend  Wash  objects  to  construction  of  certain  proposed 
improvements  before  adequate  protection  is  provided  for  Tempe. 
Also,  landowners  in  the  vicinity  of  the  upstream  end  of  the  project 
expressed  opposition  to  the  plan  of  improvement  on  the  grounds  that 
valuable  real  estate  would  be  lost  for  development  due  to  the  flood 
easements  required. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  committee  that  the  objections  raised  by  the 
city  of  Tempe  should  be  considered  in  the  advanced  planning  stage, 
and  that  before  requesting  construction  funds  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
should  assure  itself  that  the  Indian  Bend  Wash  project  will  not  have 
adverse  effects  on  the  city  of  Tempe  or  the  Salt  River  flood  control 
works. 

Further,  it  is  the  sense  of  the  committee  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
should  recommend  the  design  of  this  project  which  will  render  the 
lowest  overall  cost,  including  land  acquisition  by  the  Maricopa 
County  Flood  Control  District  for  the  Indian  Bend  Wash  flood 
control  project,  provided  that  any  additional  Federal  costs  be  shared 
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equally  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  responsible  local 
governmental  agency. 

San  Diego  River  ( Mission  Valley),  Calif.- — The  committee  is  informed 
that  floods  in  Mission  Valley  cause  damages  to  transportation  facilities, 
agricultural  land  and  improvements,  business  and  industrial  property, 
utilities,  and  residential  and  public  property. 

The  plan  of  improvement  proposed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will 
provide  much-needed  flood  protection  to  the  highly  developed  valley. 
However,  in  view  of  the  seriousness  of  the  flood  problem,  local  interests 
desire  to  construct  the  recommended  project  works  in  Murphy  Canyon 
prior  to  initiation  of  the  project  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  in 
return  for  such  construction  receive  credit  toward  their  required  local 
cash  contribution. 

The  committee  appreciates  the  seriousness  of  the  problem  and  while 
it  makes  no  specific  recommendation  concerning  reimbursement  of 
local  interests  for  work  done  on  the  Federal  portion  of  a  project,  it 
does  wish  to  draw  attention  to  Public  Law  857,  76th  Congress.  This  ( 
law,  approved  October  15,  1940,  provides  for  advancement  of  funds 
by  local  interests  for  construction  of  authorized  projects  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers.  The  law  further  provides  for  the  repayment  of  such 
loans. 

Application  of  cost-sharing  guidelines  to  non-Federal  public  bodies  in 
connection  with  flood  control  projects. — The  committee  notes  its  strong 
desire  that  the  guidelines  proposed  for  Federal  multiple-purpose 
water  resource  projects  in  S.  1229  be  applied  by  departments  and 
agencies  of  the  executive  branch  with  flexibility  in  regard  to  flood 
protection  programs  developed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

In  particular,  the  committee  calls  attention  to  the  burden  that  would 
be  imposed  on  many  non-Federal  public  bodies  by  requiring  them 
to  share  the  separable  costs  attributable  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement.  The  inability  of  such  non-Federal  public 
bodies  to  share  in  these  costs  would  result  in  the  denial  of  needed 
flood  control  facilities  required  to  protect  lives  and  property  and 
communities. 

In  this  regard,  the  committee  also  notes  the  intent  of  the  Senate,  as 
developed  in  the  debate  at  the  time  of  adoption  of  the  conference 
report  on  S.  1229  on  June  25,  1965,  that  flood  protection  projects  ( 
under  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  involving  recommendations  about 
agreements  with  non-Federal  public  bodies,  be  submitted  by  the 
executive  agencies  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  this  committee 
for  decisions  on  authorization  and  for  recommendation  to  the  Senate. 
This  intent  most  certainly  represents  the  feelings  of  the  members  of 
this  committee. 

Further,  the  committee  recognizes  the  benefits  which  come  from 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  it  encourages  such 
development.  It  does  feel,  however,  that  it  would  be  wrong  to  deny 
flood  protection  facilities  to  communities  and  river  basins  because  of 
guidelines  established  and  administered  by  the  executive  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government.  The  consideration  and  authorization  of 
these  facilities  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Congress,  and  the  committee 
does  not  want  these  guidelines  used  to  make  impossible  the  congres¬ 
sional  consideration  of  projects  and  the  appropriation  of  funds  for 
such  projects.  Inability  of  non-Federal  public  bodies  to  share  in  the 
allocation  of  costs  made  in  plans  developed  by  executive  agencies 
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should  not  result  in  the  denial  of  flood  protection  afforded  by  projects 
which  affect  the  areas  involved. 

Analysis  of  Title  I 

SECTION  101 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  navigation 
and  beach  erosion  control  works  in  title  I.  The  initial  table  lists  the 
projects,  document  numbers,  and  estimated  Federal  costs.  Pertinent 
information  follows  for  each  project. 

Navigation  and  beach  erosion  control  projects 


Project 


Document  number  1 


Federal 
cost  of 
new  work 


NAVIGATION 


Alpena  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Ala _ 

Bodega  Bay,  Calif _ 

Broward  County,  Fla _ 

Burns  Waterway,  Ind . . . . . 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  Va _ 

Chetco  River,  Oreg _ 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Tex _ 

East  Pass  Channel  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Fla _ 

Edmunds  Harbor,  Wash _ 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Hampton  Creek,  Va _ 

Hawaiian  Islands  (coast  of)  for  small  craft,  Hawaii.. . 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii _ 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Indiana  Harbor,  Ind _ 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Fla _ 

John  Day  lock  and  dam,  Oregon  and  Washington _ 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii _ 

Lexington  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Mermantau  River,  La _ 

Norfolk  Harbor  and  Thimble  Shoals,  Va _ 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels,  N.Y.  and  N.J. 

New  York  Harbor  anchorages,  New  York _ 

Oceanside  Harbor,  Calif _ 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Ala _ 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Fla _ 

Port  Orford,  Oreg _ 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  R.I _ 

Rocky  River  and  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Saginaw  River,  Mich _ 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  Calif _ 

San  Luis  Harbor  (Port  San  Luis),  Calif _ 

Savannah  Harbor,  Ga _ 

Town  and  Fore  Rivers,  M  ass _ 

Tred  Avon  River,  Md _ 

West  Harbor,  Ohio _ 


H.  151,  88th  Cong. 
H.  327,  88th  Cong. 
II.  106,  89th  Cong. 
H.  91.  89th  Cong. 
II.  160,  88th  Cong. 
II.  143,  89th  Cong. 
S.  21,  89th  Cong.. 
H.  217,  89th  Cong, 
H.  194,  88th  Cong. 
H.  147,  88th  Cong. 
S.  16,  89t.h  Cong.. 
H.  201,  89th  Cong. 
II.  353,  88th  Cong. 
H.  68,  89th  Cong.. 
H.  93,  89th  Cong.. 
H.  227,  89th  Cong. 
II.  214,  89th  Cong. 
S.  28,  89th  Cong... 
H.  75,  89th  Cong.. 
II.  301,  88th  Cong. 
II.  239,  89th  Cong. 
H.  187,  89th  Cong. 
II.  108,  89th  Cong. 
S.  17,  89th  Cong.. 
H.  76,  89th  Cong.. 
S.  94,  88th  Cong... 
H.  74,  89th  Cong.. 
S.  62,  88th  Cong... 
S.  93,  88th  Cong... 
H.  352,  88th  Cong. 
H.  240,  89th  Cong. 
II.  208,  89th  Cong. 
H.  148,  88th  Cong. 
H.  226,  89th  Cong. 
H.  247,  88th  Cong. 
H.  225,  89th  Cong. 
H.  245,  88th  Cong. 


$806,  000 
262, 000 
853,  000 
1, 093, 000 
25, 000,  000 

7,  095,  000 
1, 308, 000 
1,254,  000 
1, 151,  000 

(2 3) 

237, 000 

(2) 

4,  737, 000 
680, 000 
9, 928,  000 
96,  000 

8,  484,  000 
676, 000 

2, 291,  000 
563, 000 
2, 690,  000 
25, 600,  000 
2, 581, 000 
44, 852, 000 
(2) 

625, 000 
1, 104,  000 
696,  000 
13, 900, 000 
235, 000 
437, 000 
46, 853, 000 
6, 360, 000 
7, 112, 000 
12, 500, 000 
323, 000 
544, 000 


Total  navigation  (37  projects) . . 

BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 


232, 926, 000 


Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  R.I _ _ _ 

Atlantic  City,  N.J _ 

Evanston,  Ill _ 

Fort  Pierce,  Fla _ 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Hawaii _ 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  S.  C _ 

Perth  Amboy,  N.J _ 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii _ 

Total,  beach  erosion  control  (8  projects) 


H.  228,  89th  Cong. 
H.  325,  88th  Cong. 
H.  159,  89th  Cong. 
H.  84,  89th  Cong.. 
H.  107,  89th  Cong. 
H.  323,  88th  Cong. 
H.  188,  89th  Cong. 
H.  104,  89th  Cong. 


Grand  total,  title  I  (45  projects) 


340,  000 

0 

392, 000 
220,  000 
572,  400 
319, 000 
82, 000 
2, 490, 000 


4, 415, 400 


237, 341, 400 


1  H — House  document;  S — Senate  document. 

2  Maintenance  only. 

3  Beach  nourishment  only. 
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ALPENA  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  151,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Alpena  Harbor,  Mich.,  is  on  the  northwest  shore  of 
Thunder  Bay,  a  large  indentation  on  the  western  shore  of  Lake  Huron. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  U.S.  Senate,  May  18,  1956,  and  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  House  of  Representatives,  June  27,  1956. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  channels 
varying  from  15  to  21  feet  deep;  a  turning  basin  opposite  the  Fletcher 
Paper  Co.  dock,  15  feet  deep  and  about  3.7  acres;  and  a  rubble  mound 
breakwater  970  feet  long  on  the  south  side  of  and  parallel  to  the  river 
entrance  channel  and  extending  from  shore. 

Navigation  problem. — There  are  inadequate  depths  in  the  channel 
for  economical  operation  of  large,  modern,  self-unloading  vessels  and 
an  appropriate  turning  basin  for  these  vessels  is  needed. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  bay  channel  24  feet  deep  and 
200  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Thunder  Bay  to  a  point  300  feet 
lakeward  of  the  Alpena  Light;  thence  an  entrance  channel  23  feet 
deep  narrowing  to  a  width  of  100  feet  at  a  point  700  feet  upstream  of 
the  light;  thence  a  river  channel  22  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  to 
the  Second  Avenue  Bridge;  a  turning  basin  18  feet  deep,  trapezoidal 
in  shape,  with  a  maximum  width  of  700  feet  including  the  channel 
width  and  a  maximum  length  of  900  feet  along  the  channel  line, 
including  the  removal  of  the  existing  rubble  breakwater;  and  a  break¬ 
water  paralleling  the  lakeward  side  of  the  new  turning  basin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1962). — 

Federal _  $695,000 

Non-Federal _  33,  000 


Total _ _ _  728,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 


Non-Federal 


Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings. 


$25, 300 
2, 600 


$1, 500 


$26, 800 
2, 600' 


27, 900 


1, 500 


29, 400' 
41, 400 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas- 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ment;  provide  the  necessary  terminal  facilities  at  the  Abitibi  Corp. 
to  accommodate  the  prospective  commerce  considered  in  this  report;, 
and  when  and  where  necessary  dredge  and  maintain  the  areas  between 
the  Federal  improvement  and  terminal  facilities  to  depths  commen- 
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surate  with  the  improved  Federal  channel.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— There  are  inadequate  depths  in  the  channel  for  eco¬ 
nomical  operation  of  large,  modern  self-unloading  vessels,  and  an 
appropriate  turning  basin  for  these  vessels  is  needed.  The  committee 
notes  the  need  for  this  improvement  and  that  the  benefits  are  ample 
to  justify  the  project.  However,  it  believes  that  in  order  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  existing  low  water  levels  in  Lake  Huron  an  additional 
increment  of  1  foot  in  channel  depths  should  be  provided.  This 
increases  the  cost  of  the  project  by  $111,000  for  a  total  estimated 
cost  of  $806,000.  The  benefit-to-cost  ratio  then  becomes  1.2  to  1. 

BAYOU  LA  BATRE,  ALA. 

(H.  Doc.  327,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bayou  La  Batre  is  located  on  the  gulf  coast  of  Alabama 
about  30  miles  southwest  of  Mobile,  Ala. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  on  May  24,  1960,  and  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  June  30,  1960. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  navigation  channel  of  9-foot  depth 
and  100-foot  width  from  Mississippi  Sound  and  up  Bayou  La  Batre, 
an  overall  distance  of  about  24,000  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — Fully  loaded  fishing  boats  are  damaged  by 
groundings  in  the  present  channel.  Deeper  channels  are  needed  also 
to  accommodate  larger  more  efficient  commercial  fishing  vessels 
operating  along  the  gulf  coast. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Project  to  be  modified  to 
provide  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  from  Mississippi 
Sound  to  a  point  about  2,800  feet  below  the  highway  bridge  at  the 
town  of  Bayou  La  Batre,  thence  narrowing  to  75  feet  at  the  same  depth 
to  the  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1963). — 

Federal _ $262,000 

Non-Federal _ • _  2,  000 


Total _  264,  000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  _ 

$10, 000 
25, 000 
1,000 

$10, 000 
25, 000 
1,000 

Total _ _  _  _ _ 

36, 000 

36, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

9, 000 
12,  500 
17, 000 

Savings  to  commercial  fishing--. _  _  _ 

Increased  fish  catch _ _  __  _ _ _ 

38, 500 

50-894—65- 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  a,nd 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  buklheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or 
the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  construction  and  subsequent,  maintenance; 
provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and 
transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local 
access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  depths 
provided  in  the  related  project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — ■ 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alabama:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  deepening  of  the 
entrance  channel  into  Bayou  La  Batre  will  increase  efficiency  of  vessel 
operations  and  decrease  damage  from  groundings,  thereby  lowering 
transportation  costs  to  the  fishing  fleet  operating  in  the  area.  The 
committee  believes  that  the  improvements  are  economically  justified 
and  that  the  allocation  of  costs  between  the  Federal  Government  and 
local  interests  is  equitable. 

BODEGA  BAY,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  106,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bodega  Bay  is  located  on  the  Pacific  coast  about  58 
miles  north  of  San  Francisco.  Bodega  Llarbor  is  at  the  north  end  and 
separated  from  the  bay  by  a  sandspit  which  extends  westward  from 
the  mainland  toward  Bodega  Head. 

Authority.— Resolution,  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1943, 
provides  for  entrance  jetties  1,130  feet  and  1,650  feet  long;  a  bulkhead 
to  retain  the  sandspit;  an  entrance  channel  12  feet  deep  and  100  feet 
wide;  thence  a  channel  of  the  same  dimensions  to  the  town  of  Bodega 
Bay  and  southeasterly  along  the  shore  for  a  distance  of  4,200  feet, 
with  three  turning  basins.  The  total  length  of  channel  including  the 
turning  basins  is  about  16,000  feet.  Local  interests  have  dredged 
a  mooring  area  along  the  north  shore  of  Doran  Beach  near  the  existing 
project  channel  for  the  accommodation  of  Coast  Guard  vessels.  They 
have  also  provided  terminal  and  moorage  facilities  as  needed. 

Navigation  problem. — The  channel,  turning  basin,  and  moorage 
areas  at  the  town  of  Bodega  Bay  are  exposed  to  storm  waves  which 
cause  damage  to  vessels  and  piers.  There  is  also  need  for  additional 
facilities  for  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — A  rock  and  riprap  protected 
earth  mole  extending  from  the  shore  around  the  innermost  turning 
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basin  and  paralleling  the  existing  channel  for  a  total  distance  of 
4,500  feet.  A  channel  10  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  on  the  north 
side  of  Doran  Beach  spit. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963). — 


Mole 

Doran  Beach 
Channel 

Total 

Federal _ _ 

$750, 000 
420,  000 

$103, 000 
103, 000 

$853,000 
i  523, 000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . 

1, 170, 000 

206, 000 

1, 376, 000 

i  Cash  contribution. 


Project  economics. — 


Mole 

Doran  Beach 
Channel 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$29, 000 
5,000 

$4, 500 

$33, 500 
15, 300 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ _ 

10, 300 

Total  Federal _  __  __  -  _ _ _ 

34,000 
16,  000 

14, 800 
4,  000 

48, 800 
20, 000 

Non-Federal:  Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

Total  annual  charges _ _ _ 

50, 000 

47, 000 
84, 000 

18, 800 

0 

68, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

47,000 
124,  000 

Recreational  boating _ _ 

40, 000 

Total.  _ _ _ 

131, 000 

40, 000 

171,  000 

2.6 

2.1 

2.5 

Local  cooperation. — -Contribute  in  cash  prior  to  construction  36 
percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  mole  and  50  percent  of 
the  first  cost  of  dredging  the  Doran  Beach  channel,  such  contributions 
being  presently  estimated  at  $420,000  and  $103,000,  respectively. 
Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way.  Hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages.  Provide  and  maintain  an  adequate 
service  frontage  and  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities 
at  each  location,  necessary  mooring  facilities  for  local  and  transient 
boats  with  adequate  depths  in  berthing  areas,  utilities,  access  roads 
and  parking  areas,  and  other  necessary  public  use  shore  facilities, 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  mole  and  basin  will  provide  protection  to 
boats  during  rough  weather  thereby  reducing  damages  and  delays 
which  increase  operating  costs  and  reduce  fish  catch.  The  Doran 
Beach  channel  will  provide  access  to  a  development  of  considerable 
magnitude  planned  by  Sonoma  County.  The  committee  notes  that 
the  project  would  have  considerable  commercial  significance  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  its  recreational  potential  and  is  well  justified  by  the  overall 
benefits.  The  committee  believes  that  the  large  contribution  by  local 
interests  is  equitable  because  of  the  large  proportion  of  recreational 
benefits. 
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BROWARD  COUNTY  AND  HILLSBORO  INLET,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  91,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Broward  County  is  on  the  lower  east  coast  of  Florida 
about  300  miles  south  of  Jacksonville  and  about  30  miles  north  of 
Miami.  Hillsboro  Inlet  is  located  in  the  northern  part  of  Broward 
County. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  on  June  27,  1956 ;  section  2 
of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3,  1930;  and  in  partial 
response  to  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Beach  erosion  and  navigation  problems. — At  a  number  of  locations 
along  the  shoreline  of  Broward  County  erosion  has  undermined  or  has 
threatened  to  undermine  shore-front  structures.  Recession  of  the 
shore  is  causing  the  loss  of  valuable  property.  Small  craft  incur 
damage  and  are  frequently  delayed  because  of  hazardous  conditions 
in  the  shallow  shifting  entrance  channel. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvements  for  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  in  Broward  County,  Fla.,  from  the  north  county  line  to 
Hillsboro  Inlet  and  from  Port  Everglades  to  the  south  county  line, 
and  a  combined  beach  erosion  control  and  navigation  improvement 
of  Hillsboro  Inlet  and  the  shore  south  thereof  to  Port  Everglades. 
The  beach  erosion  control  features  comprise  restoration  of  a  protec¬ 
tive  beach  to  a  general  width  of  100  feet  with  berm  elevation  of  10 
feet  above  mean  low  water  and  periodic  nourishment  thereof.  The 
navigation  features  would  provide  for  a  channel  8  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide  from  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  a  point  1,500  feet  ocean- 
ward  in  Hillsboro  Inlet,  thence  10  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  to  deep 
water  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean;  jetties  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of 
the  ocean  entrance;  and  a  permanently  based  floating  dredge  to  main¬ 
tain  the  navigation  channel  and  transfer  sand  across  the  inlet  with 
the  provision  that  the  dredge  be  replaced  by  a  trestle-mounted  sand- 
transfer  plant  if  experience  proves  the  dredge  to  be  unsatisfactory. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  August  1962). — 

Federal _ $1,  093,  000 

Non-Federal _  4,  485,  000 

Total _ 5,  578,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal' 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$41,900 
36.  700 
49, 400 

$170, 200 
43, 600 
251, 600 

$212, 100' 
80, 300’ 
301,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Periodic  nourishment _ _ _ 

Total 

128, 000 

465, 400 

593, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating.. _ _ _ ...  _ _ 

85,  000 
1, 690, 800 

Beach  restoration,  _  __  _ _ 

Total 

1, 775, 800' 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  toward  the  first  cost  of  providing 
the  recommended  improvements  for  navigation  and  beach  erosion 
control  in  the  amount  of  the  following  percentages  (exclusive  of 
navigation  aids,  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  preproject 
expenditures  by  local  interests  at  Pompano  Beach)  in  such  manner  as 
may  be  acceptable  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for  construction  to  be 
performed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  final  amount  to  be  ascer¬ 
tained  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined:  (1)  90.5  percent  of 
the  first  cost  of  the  recommended  beach  erosion  restoration  in  the 
reach  between  the  north  county  line  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  now  esti¬ 
mated  at  $833,000;  (2)  90  percent  of  the  first  cost  allocated  to  beach 
erosion  control  and  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  allocated  to  navigation 
in  the  combined  beach  erosion-navigation  project  between  Hillsboro 
Inlet  and  Port  Everglades,  estimated  at  $2,123,000  and  $337,000, 
respectively;  and  (3)  72.4  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the  recommended 
beach  restoration  in  the  reach  between  Port  Everglades  and  the  south 
county  line,  now  estimated  at  $1,115,000;  provide  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for 
'construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  projects  and  for  aids 
to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  not 
used  for  beach  nourishment,  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads, 
and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  obtain 
approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  prior  to  commencement  of  work 
on  a  project,  of  detailed  plans  and  specifications  and  arrangements  for 
prosecution  of  work  on  the  project,  if  local  interests  desire  to  con¬ 
struct  the  beach  erosion  features;  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project 
they  will  (1)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that 
may  be  attributed  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  projects; 
(2)  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  an  ade¬ 
quate  public  landing  or  wharf  at  Hillsboro  Inlet  with  provisions  for 
the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water,  available  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  (3)  establish  a  properly  constituted  and  competent 
nonprofit  public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  financially  and  to 
provide  and  operate  essential  local  facilities  for  navigation  at  Hillsboro 
Inlet  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  (4)  control  water  pollution  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  (5)  maintain 
continued  ownership  of  the  publicly  owned  shores  upon  which  the 
amount  of  Federal  participation  is  based  and  their  administration  for 
public  use;  (6)  maintain  all  project  works  except  the  jetties  at  Hillsboro 
Inlet  and  the  aids  to  navigation  there,  perform  periodic  beach  nourish¬ 
ment,  operate  and  maintain  the  floating  dredge  for  its  period  of  use, 
maintain  the  navigation  channel  at  Hillsboro  Inlet  for  the  same 
period,  and  operate  and  maintain  the  sand  transfer  plant  should  it  be 
constructed,  at  which  time  maintenance  of  the  navigation  channel 
would  revert  to  the  United  States,  subject  to  Federal  participation  as 
recommended  herein.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and 
-ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 
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Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Restoration  and  stabilization  of  the  shoreline  of  Broward 
County  are  necessary  for  the  protection  of  public  property  and  to 
preserve  the  needed  recreational  beaches.  The  shallow  shifting 
entrance  channel  in  Hillsboro  Inlet  is  unsafe  and  inadequate  to  ac¬ 
commodate  the  recreational  boats  based  in  the  area.  The  committee 
notes  that  the  improvements  would  provide  protection  of  valuable 
shore-front  property  and  restore  needed  recreational  beach  widths. 
The  improvements  also  would  provide  a  stable,  protected  channel 
for  use  by  local  recreational  craft. 

BURNS  WATERWAY  HARBOR,  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  160,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  site  of  the  proposed  harbor  is  in  the  vicinity  of 
Burns  Ditch  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  in  Porter  County, 
Ind.,  about  9  miles  east  of  Gary  Harbor,  Ind. 

Authority. — -Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works 
Committees  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on 
May  18,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively.  It  is  also  in  response  to  a 
resolution  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  adopted  on  March  15,  1949. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  project  for  a  harbor  on  the 
Indiana  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  mouth  of 
Burns  Ditch. 

Navigation  problem. — Various  interests  in  the  State  of  Indiana  desire 
a  new  public  harbor  on  the  Indiana  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  in  the 
vicinity  of  Burns  Ditch. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  Chief  of  Engineers  recom¬ 
mends  improvements  for  a  north  breakwater  4,050  feet  long;  a  west 
breakwater  1,330  feet  long;  an  east  breakwater  1,340  feet  long;  an 
approach  channel  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide,  extending  from  deep 
water  in  Lake  Michigan  to  the  north  end  of  the  east  breakwater;  an 
entrance  channel  28  feet,  deep  and  800  feet  wide,  from  the  end  of  the 
approach  channel  to  the  west  breakwater;  and  an  outer  harbor  area 
of  225  acres,  27  feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  November  1961). — - 


Federal _  $25,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total _  25,  000,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges  (all  Federal) : 

Interest  and  amortization _  $1,  007,  700 

Maintenance _  100,  000 

Maintenance  navigational  aids _  300 


Total _  1,  108,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  need  for  private  hrbor _  930,  000 

Transportation  savings _  896,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  1,826,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  sub¬ 
sequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the 
request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest 
for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  re¬ 
taining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damage  due  to 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project,  including  damages  re¬ 
sulting  from  any  shore  erosion  that  may  occur;  reimburse  the  United 
States  for  all  excess  costs  for  dredging  should  this  work  be  done  by 
other  than  hydraulic  methods;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense 
adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths 
in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals 
commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas; 
construct  a  fully  integrated  steel  plant;  and  construct  adequate  east- 
and  west-shore  connections  having  lengths  of  1,820  and  2,500  feet, 
respectively.  The  construction  of  these  shore  connections  is  to  be 
done  either  in  advance  of  or  concurrently  with  construction  of  the 
breakwaters  by  the  United  States.  Representatives  of  the  State  of 
Indiana  have  stated  that  formal  assurances  covering  the  items  of 
local  cooperation  will  be  furnished  when  required. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress  subject  to  the  folio wing  comment:  “The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  authorization  of  the  Burns  Water¬ 
way  Harbor,  provided  that  prior  to  expenditure  of  funds  for  con¬ 
struction,  local  interests  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  that  the  items  of  local  cooperation  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  be  complied  with  and  additionally  that: 

1.  Arrangements  and  schedules  for  providing  public  terminals  and 
transfer  facilities  are  adequate  to  support  the  traffic  on  which  project 
benefits  are  based  and  such  facilities  will  be  financed  on  a  self-liquidat¬ 
ing  basis. 

2.  Water  and  ah’  pollution  sources  will  be  controlled  to  the  maximum 
extent  feasible  in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on  public 
recreational  areas  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  harbor. 

3.  There  will  be  construction  of  two  integrated  steel  mills  on  a 
schedule  generally  consistent  with  the  completion  of  the  harbor — or 
of  one  integrated  steel  mill  if  a  detailed  study  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
of  traffic  related  to  the  other  mill,  and  to  other  transshipped  commodi¬ 
ties,  clearly  support  economic  justification  of  the  project.  The  study 
should  be  supplemented  by  an  appraisal  in  collaboration  with  other 
interested  Federal  agencies  of  prospective  coal  shipments  through  the 
proposed  harbor  with  appropriate  consideration  of  other  possible 
alternative  modes  of  coal  movement  such  as  barge-to-lake  vessel 
transshipment. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  concurs  in 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
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Budget  and  recommends  further  that  the  State  of  Indiana  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  water  and 
air  pollution  sources  will  be  controlled  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on  public  recreation  areas  in 
the  general  vicinity  of  the  harbor. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  two  companies  are  construc¬ 
ting  steel  mills  in  the  harbor  area.  It  believes  that  every  effort  should 
be  made  to  control  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  water  and  air 
pollution  sources  in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on  public 
recreation  areas  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  harbor.  The  committee 
also  notes  that  the  proposed  harbor  and  the  proposed  dunes  conserva¬ 
tion  project  would  be  compatible. 

For  additional  comments  concerning  this  project,  see  “Committee 
R  ecom  m  en  da  tions .  ” 

CHANNEL  TO  NEWPORT  NEWS  AND  NORFOLK  HARBOR,  HAMPTON 

ROADS,  VA. 

(H.  Doc.  143,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  channel  to  Newport  News  is  at  the  southern  end  of 
Chesapeake  Bay  in  the  western  section  of  Hampton  Roads,  Va. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  adopted  July  31,  1957,  by  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Norfolk  Harbor 
provides  for  a  main  channel  40  feet  deep,  1,500  feet  wide  from  deep 
water  in  Hampton  Roads  to  a  point  just  south  of  the  Hampton  Roads 
Army  terminals;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  750  feet  wide  to  the  mouth  of 
Southern  Branch,  thence  40  feet  deep  and  450  feet  wide  up  this  branch 
to  the  Norfolk  and  Western  Belt  Line  Railroad  bridge,  a  total  distance 
of  13.2  miles,  including  an  approach  and  turning  area  to  the  same 
depth  opposite  the  Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard;  thence  35  feet  deep  and 
375  to  250  feet  wide  for  4.1  miles  to  a  turning  basin  of  the  same  depth; 
for  subsidiary  channels  in  Eastern  and  Western  Branches  and  Scotts 
Creek;  anchorage  areas  on  the  west  side  of  the  40-foot  channel  opposite 
Lamberts  Point  and  south  of  Craney  Island  aggregating  173  acres, 
consisting  of:  one  anchorage  space  1,500  feet  square  and  38  feet  deep; 
one  anchorage  space  1,500  feet  square  and  35  feet  deep;  and  one 
anchorage  space  1,000  feet  wide,  3,000  feet  long,  and  20  feet  deep; 
another  anchorage  of  45  acres,  12  feet  deep,  near  Pinners  Point;  and  a 
disposal  area  of  about  2,500  acres,  adjacent  to  and  north  of  Craney 
Island,  enclosed  by  levees,  three  sluiceways  in  the  westerly  levee,  an 
access  road,  facilities  for  sump  rehandling  of  hopper-dredged  material, 
an  anchorage  for  the  sump  rehandler,  an  approach  area  300  by  3,600 
feet,  30  feet  deep,  connecting  the  anchorage  with  Norfolk  Harbor 
40-foot  channel,  and  facilities  for  contract  rehandling  of  bucket  dredg¬ 
ing  consisting  of  a  rehandling  basin  and  provided  with  approach-exit 
channels  200  feet  wide  and  18  feet  deep  to  Norfolk  Harbor  40-foot 
channel. 

Navigation  problem. — There  are  no  improved  anchorages  in  Hampton 
Roads  capable  of  accommodating  large,  deep-draft  vessels  without 
encroachment  on  the  adjacent  project  channels,  and  movement  of 
large  vessels  in  the  600-foot  channel  to  Newport  News  is  hazardous. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  the  following: 
The  existing  project  for  channel  to  Newport  News,  Va.,  be  modified  to 
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provide  for  (1)  an  increase  in  the  project  width  of  channel  from  600 
to  800  feet  and  to  a  project  depth  of  40  feet,  and  (2)  two  deep-draft 
anchorage  berths,  in  anchorage  G  opposite  Newport  News,  to  a 
depth  of  40  feet  over  a  1,200-foot  swinging  radius,  and  with  suitable 
flared  approach  and  exit  areas  thereto;  at  an  estimated  cost  to  the 
United  States  of  $4,122,000  for  construction,  and  $77,900  annually 
for  maintenance  in  addition  to  that  now  required;  and  the  existing 
project  for  Norfolk  Harbor,  Va.,  be  modified  to  provide  two  deep- 
draft  anchorage  berths  in  anchorages  D  and  H  opposite  Sewells 
Point,  Norfolk,  to  a  depth  of  40  feet  over  a  1,200-foot  swinging  radius, 
and  with  suitable  flared  approach  and  exit  areas  thereto;  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  to  the  United  States  of  $2,973,000  for  construction,  and 
$59,300  annually  for  maintenance  in  addition  to  that  now  required. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  July  1 968 ) . — 


Federal _ $7,  095,  000 

Non-Fcderal _  _ 

Total _ _  7,  095,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges:  Federal 

Interest  and  amortization _ $393,  400 

Maintenance _  137,  200 

Total _  530,  600 

Annual  benefits: 

Reduced  anchorage  costs _  444,  000 

Reduction  in  vessel  traveltime _  150,  000 

Total _  594,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 


Local  cooperation. — No  additional  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  in  view  of  the  possibility  that 
construction  of  a  pipeline  from  the  Gulf  States  to  east  coast  terminals 
may  materially  affect  the  economic  justification  of  the  proposed 
project  the  Bureau  states  that  if  the  project  is  authorized  it  would 
expect  a  reevaluation  of  the  project  in  light  of  this  possibility  prior 
to  any  request  for  funds  for  initiation  of  construction. 

Remarks.— -The  proposed  anchorages  and  the  wider  channel  will 
improve  operating  conditions  and  provide  safer  use  of  the  channel. 
The  committee  believes  that  the  project  is  needed  and  notes  that  it  is 
economically  justified. 


CHETCO  RIVER,  OREG. 

(S.  Doc.  21,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Chetco  River  discharges  into  Chetco  Cove  on  the  Pacific 
Ocean  about  4  miles  northwest  of  the  Oregon-California  boundary. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  Resolution  adopted 
April  28,  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides 
for  a  north  jetty  850  feet  long,  a  south  jetty  1,550  feet  long,  and 
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dredging  to  stabilize  the  channel  through  the  bar  at  the  mouth  of  the 
river.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  small  boat  basin  along  the 
east  bank  of  the  river  and  a  wharf. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  entrance  channel  restricts  the 
safe  passage  of  lumber  and  commercial  fishing  boats  to  high  tides  and 
daylight  hours.  The  small  boat  basin  provided  by  local  interests  is 
congested  and  lacks  adequate  space  for  turning  and  maneuvering  of 
commercial  fishing  boats. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  an  entrance  channel 
120  feet  wide  and  14  feet  deep;  a  450-foot  extension  of  the  north  jetty; 
a  barge  turning  basin  250  feet  wide,  650  feet  long,  and  14  feet  deep; 
a  protctive  dike  1,800  feet  long;  and  an  access  channel  to  the  small 
boat  basin  100  feet  wide  and  12  feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1964). — - 

Federal _ $1,  308,  000 

Non-Federal _  27,  000 


Total _  1,  335,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$51, 400 
25, 000 
1, 000 

$1, 100 

$52,  500 
25, 000 
1,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids _ _ _ _ 

Total . . _ . . . . . . 

77,  400 

1, 100 

78,  500 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ _ _ _ _ 

134,  500 
6,  000 
138,  400 
9, 500 
5,  000 

Reduction  of  barge  damages _ _ _ 

Commercial  fishing _ _ _ _ 

Recreational  boating .  . . 

Harbor  of  refuge _ _ _  _ 

Total . . . . . . . 

293, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — -3.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  6.5  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  the  small  boat  access  channel  and  that  portion  of  the  dike  thereto, 
such  contribution,  presently  estimated  at  $9,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  | 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction;  provide  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way,  including  spoil  disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in 
berthing  and  mooring  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the 
terminals  commensurate  with  project  depths;  provide  and  maintain 
an  adequate  service  frontage,  launching  ramp,  and  a  public  landing 
with  suitable  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  accomplish 
alterations  as  required  in  sewer,  water  supply,  drainge,  and  other 
utility  facilities,  as  well  as  their  maintenance.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — 'The  existing  entrance  channel  restricts  the  safe  passage 
of  lumber  and  commercial  fishing  boats  to  high  tides  and  daylight 
hours.  The  small  boat  basin  constructed  by  local  interests  is  con- 
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gested  and  lacks  adequate  space  for  turning  and  maneuvering  of 
commercial  fishing  boats.  The  committee  notes  the  proposed  im¬ 
provements  are  amply  justified. 

CHOCOLATE  BAYOU,  TEX. 

(IT.  Doc.  217,  89th  Cong.) 

Locations. — Chocolate  Bayou  is  in  southeastern  Texas,  between  the 
Brazos  River  and  Galveston  Bay.  The  bayou  rises  about  20  miles 
southwest  of  Houston,  Tex.,  flows  southeasterly  across  Brazoria 
County  and  empties  into  Chocolate  Bay.  The  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway,  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide,  crosses  Chocolate  Bay 
about  26  miles  west  of  Galveston,  Tex.,  and  17  miles  east  of  Freeport, 
Tex. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  adopted  June  30,  1960. 

Existing  project—  The  authorized  Chocolate  Bayou  project  provides 
for  a  channel  4  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  extending  from  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  through  Chocolate  Bay  to  the  4-foot  depth  in 
Chocolate  Bayou.  In  1962,  the  Monsanto  Chemical  Co.  dredged  a 
channel  10  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  from  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  8.2  miles  to  a  basin  at  their  new  plant  on  Chocolate  Bayou. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
locally  dredged  channel  and  extension  as  necessary  to  afford  the 
Chocolate  Bayou  area  the  same  type  accommodations  for  barge 
service  as  are  available  on  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway.  In 
connection  therewith  there  is  a  need  for  a  barrier  to  mitigate  damages 
from  salt  water  intrusion. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  extending  from  the 
Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  through  Chocolate  Bay  and  Chocolate 
Bayou  to  project  channel  mile  8.2;  thence  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet 
wide  to  a  turning  basin  9  feet  deep  and  600  feet  square  near  channel 
mile  13.2;  a  salt  water  barrier  in  Chocolate  Bayou  about  3.7  miles 
upstream  from  the  turning  basin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  January  196j ). — - 


Federal _  $1,  254,  000 

Non-Federal _ 351,  000 

Total _  1,  605,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges: 

Federal _ _ _ _  $63,600 

Non-Federal _  13,  400 

Total _  77,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  220,  000 

Reduction  in  navigation  hazards _  30,  000 

Prevention  of  salt  water  intrusion _  9,  000 

Total _ 259,  000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvements  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion  upon  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  to  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or 
the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
improvements ;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ;  accomplish 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  of  pipelines,  power¬ 
lines,  utility  lines,  cables,  and  highway  facilities,  when  and  as  required 
for  construction  of  the  project;  assume  all  obligations  of  ownership, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  salt  water  barrier  and  appur¬ 
tenances  upon  its  completion.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  project  in  the  lower  reach  would  initially  serve  only 
the  Montsanto  Chemical  Co.  and  in  the  upper  reach  would,  at  least 
initially,  benefit  only  the  Matagorda  Shell  Co.  and  further  that  it  is 
not  clear  just  how  soon  additional  shippers  would  benefit  from  the 
modified  channel.  The  Bureau  believes  that  in  addition  to  the 
conditions  of  local  cooperation  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  and  in  accord  with  established  policy  concerning  single  users,, 
some  provision  for  special  cost  sharing  should  be  required.  A  reason¬ 
able  basis  would  be  payment  by  local  interests,  annually,  until  such 
time  as  multiple  use  of  the  channel  actually  occurs,  of  50  percent  of 
the  annual  charges  for  interest  and  amortization  of  the  Federal  first 
cost  of  the  facilities  involved.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the 
recommendation,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  the  single 
beneficiary  question  and  recommends  that  the  authorization,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  conditions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  re¬ 
quire  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  as  to  appropriate  single 
beneficiary  contributions,  if  any,  prior  to  appropriation  of  construction 
funds. 

Remarks. — See  “Committee  recommendations”  for  comments  on 
this  project. 
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EAST  PASS  CHANNEL  FROM  THE  GULF  OF  MEXICO  INTO  CHOCTAWHATCHEE 

BAY,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  194,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  northwest  Florida  coast  about  midway  between 
Pensacola  and  Panama  City. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  January  15, 
1960,  and  May  19,  I960,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  maintenance  of  a  channel  12  feet 
deep,  180  feet  wide,  and  about  3  miles  long  from  Choctawhatchee 
Bay  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  maintenance  of  a  channel  6  feet  deep, 
100  feet  wide,  and  about  2,000  feet  long  from  East  Pass  into  Old  Pass 
Lagoon. 

Navigation  problem.— The  pass  is  not  deep  enough  to  enable  safe 
navigation,  and  shoals  rapidly.  Wave  action  often  prevents  naviga¬ 
tion  through  the  pass.  Numerous  accidents  and  loss  of  life  have 
occurred  because  of  present  navigation  conditions. 

Recommended  plant  oj  improvement. — Modification  of  existing 
project  to  provide  for  relocation  of  the  entrance  channel  from  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  to  a  more  central  position  in  the  inlet  and  stabilization 
thereof  with  twin  jetties  extending  to  the  seaward  end  of  the  channel. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  March  1963). — 

Federal _ _ _  $1,  151,  000 

Non-Federal _  493,  000 


Total _ _ _ _  1,  644,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _  .  _  _ _ 

$45, 100 
14, 400 

$21, 100 

$66, 200 
14, 400 

Maintenance _  _ 

Total _  _ 

59, 500 

21, 100 

80, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating..  ...  _  ..... _ _  ...  .  ...  _ 

85, 000 
5, 000 
48, 200 
20, 000 

Commercial  fishing _ _  _ _  _  _ 

National  defense..” _ _ _ _ 

Harbor  of  refuge _ _ 

Total _ 

158, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  30  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $493,000; 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  including  spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  cost  of  such  works; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works  and  maintenance  thereof.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  navigation  channel  in  East  Pass  is  unsafe  and  in¬ 
adequate  to  accommodate  existing  navigation.  Numerous  accidents 
resulting  in  loss  of  life  and  considerable  vessel  damage  have  occurred 
because  of  the  present  navigation  conditions.  The  committee  notes 
that  construction  of  the  recommended  improvements  would  provide  a 
stable,  protected  channel  for  use  by  the  commercial  fishing,  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  Defense  Department  vessels  based  in  the  area.  The 
improvement  is  needed  and  justified  by  the  anticipated  benefits 
which  are  sufficiently  local  in  nature  to  warrant  a  substantial  cash 
contribution. 

EDMONDS  HARBOR,  WASH. 

(H.  Doc.  147,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Edmonds  Harbor  is  located  on  the  easterly  shore  of 
Puget  Sound  about  9  miles  north  of  Seattle,  Wash. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public 
Works,  adopted  November  24,  1958,  and  June  3,  1959,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  navigation  project  at  this 
locality.  In  April  1962  local  interests  constructed  a  small  boat  harbor 
which  provides  for  a  mooring  basin,  two  breakwaters,  and  an  entrance 
channel.  Shore  facilities  have  been  provided  for  the  small  boat  harbor, 
ferry,  barge,  and  other  terminals. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  desire  Federal  maintenance 
of  the  breakwaters  and  entrance  channel. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Federal  maintenance  of  the 
breakwater  and  entrance  channel  at  an  estimated  annual  cost  of 
$5,000. 

Estimated  cost  (if  constructed  as  a  Federal  project) . — 

Federal _ $229,  100 

Non-Federal _  185,  400 


Total _  414,  500 

Project  economics  (if  constructed  as  Federal  project). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  _  _ 

$8, 300 
5, 000 

$10,200 

0 

$18, 500 
5,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _  _ 

13, 300 

10, 200 

23, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating  .  _  _  _ _ ... 

52, 000 
8,500 
800 

Commercial  transportation  savings  _.  _ _ _ 

Land  enhancement _  .  .  _ 

Total _  .  . 

61,300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  spoil  disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
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from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  planned  depths  in  the  interior 
basin  and  the  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  a 
public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  all  necessary  moorage 
facilities  with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will  open  to  all  on 
equal  terms. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Local  interests  have  constructed  a  small-boat  basin  for 
recreational  craft  and  desire  Federal  maintenance  of  the  breakwater 
and  entrance  channel.  The  committee  notes  that  the  recently  con¬ 
structed  basin  appears  adequate  to  serve  the  foreseeable  needs  of  the 
locally  owned  recreational;  that  it  will  be  adequate  for  occasional 
use  by  U.S.  Coast  Guard  vessels  and  for  commercial  fishing  vessels; 
that  it  will  provide  a  harbor  of  refuge  for  recreational  and  commercial 
small  boats  transiting  the  exposed  coast;  and  that  the  breakwater 
and  basin  facilities  have  been  constructed  to  high  engineering  stand¬ 
ards.  The  committee  notes  that  the  project  is  economically  justified 
and  considers  that  Federal  maintenance  of  the  breakwater  and 
entrance  channel  is  warranted. 

FRANKFORT  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(S.  Doc.  16,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Frankfort  Harbor  is  on  the  east  shore  of  Lake  Michigan, 
about  204  miles  northeasterly  of  Chicago,  Ill. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  September  18,  1957. 

Existing  project.— The  Federal  project,  completed  in  1939,  consists 
of  two  breakwaters,  450  feet  apart  at  the  outer  ends,  the  north  break¬ 
water  being  1,972  feet  long  and  the  south  breakwater,  2,588  feet  long; 
an  outer  basin  inside  the  breakwaters,  20  feet  deep,  800  feet  wide  near 
the  entrance,  600  feet  wide  at  the  inner  end,  and  about  one-fourth 
mile  long;  a  channel  between  piers  18  feet  deep  and  approximately 
1,000  feet  long  connecting  the  outer  basin  and  Lake  Betsie;  and  an 
interior  basin,  approximately  800  feet  wide,  1,200  feet  long,  and  18 
feet  deep,  dredged  to  within  50  feet  of  existing  structures  in  that  area 
in  Lake  Betsie  west  of  the  east  boundary  of  Fifth  Street  extended,  of 
the  city  of  Frankfort. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  depths  in  the  approach  and  entrance 
channels  are  not  sufficient  to  permit  the  larger  lake  tankers  to  enter 
fully  loaded.  Car  ferries  have  run  aground  east  of  the  dredged  basin 
during  periods  of  adverse  ice  and  wind  conditons,  and  recreational 
craft  have  insufficient  anchorage  and  turining  area  near  the  public  dock. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Deepen  the  approach  and  en¬ 
trance  channels  to  a  depth  of  24  feet  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Michigan 
to  a  point  500  feet  landward  of  the  opening  between  the  breakwaters, 
over  the  enter  width  outside  the  breakwaters  and  to  a  maximum 
width  of  500  feet  inside  the  breakwaters;  thence  to  a  depth  of  23  feet 
through  the  inner  portion  of  the  outer  basin  to  the  outer  end  of  the 
north  pier,  over  widths  decreasing  from  500  feet  to  160  feet;  and  thence 
to  a  depth  of  22  feet  between  the  piers  to  the  inner  basin  in  Lake 
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Betsie;  extend  the  interior  basin  350  feet  in  an  easterly  direction  at  a 
depth  of  18  feet  to  provide  an  overall  basin  length  of  about  1,550  feet; 
and  provide  a  recreational  craft  anchorage  area  10  feet  deep  and  300 
feet  wide,  extending  600  feet  eastward  of  the  proposed  east  limit  of  the 
interior  basin,  with  its  north  side  in  line  with  the  north  limit  of  the 
basin. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  December  1963).— 

Federal _ $237,  000 

Non-Federal - -  31,  000 


Total _  268,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$9, 200 
5,000 

$1, 200 

0 

$10,  400 
5,000 

14, 200 

1,200 

15, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

12, 350 
10,  400 

22, 750 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1 .5 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction  of  the  recreational  craft  anchorage  area,  such  contribu¬ 
tion  being  presently  estimated  at  $31,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump-sum 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after 
actual  costs  have  been  determined ;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvements  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  costs 
of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  subsequent  maintenance  of 
the  improvements;  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
necessary  mooring  facilities  and  a  public  landing  for  local  and  transient 
craft,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  with  depths  commensurate  with-the 
depth  of  the  Federal  anchorage  area;  reserve  mooring  facilities  and 
space  within  the  anchorage  area  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of 
transient  craft;  and  construct  the  necessary  terminal  facilities  to 
accommodate  the  prospective  fuel  oil  commerce.  Local  interests 
are  willing  and  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  operation  of  a  rail  and  rail-car  ferry  terminal  at 
Frankfort  Harbor  provides  the  principal  source  of  income  to  residents 
of  the  city  of  Frankfort  and  the  village  of  Elberta.  The  deeper 
channels  will  permit  the  larger  lake  tankers  to  enter  fully  loaded,  the 
basin  extension  will  provide  safer  conditions  for  the  car  ferries,  and  the 
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recreational  anchorage  area  will  meet  the  needs  of  the  recreational 
craft.  The  items  of  local  contribution  including  the  cash  contribution 
are  considered  appropriate.  The  project  has  a  favorable  economic 
ratio  and  the  committee  recommends  its  approval. 

HAMPTON  CREEK,  VA. 

(Oct.  15,  1963) 

Location. — Hampton  Creek  is  a  tidal  estuary  on  the  north  side  of 
Hampton  Roads,  Va.,  and  2  miles  west  of  Chesapeake  Bay. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  April  5,  1949. 

Existing  project. — A  channel  12  feet  deep  across  Hampton  Flats  and 
up  the  creek  to  the  Queen  Street  Bridge,  a  distance  of  about  2  miles, 
over  a  width  of  200  feet  in  the  outer  portion  and  150  feet  in  the 
creek;  and  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  SO  to  100  feet  wide  for  0.6  of  a 
mile  in  Herberts  Creek. 

Navigation  problem. — Accelerated  development  of  shore  areas  since 
adoption  of  the  project  has  made  it  impossible  for  local  interests  to 
furnish  reasonable  shore  disposal  areas  for  dredge  spoil. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — That  the  existing  project  for 
Hampton  Creek,  Va.,  be  modified  to  delete  the  requirement  that  local 
interests  furnish,  free  of  cost  to  the  United  States,  suitable  areas  for 
disposal  of  dredged  material  from  the  project. 

Estimated  cost. — Maintenance  only. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges: 

Maintenance  and  operation _ $31,  300 

Maintenance,  navigational  aids _  300 


Total _  31,  600 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  139,  000 

Harbor  of  refuge _  1,  000 


Total _ _ _  140,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
claims  for  damages.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the 
requirement  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  states  that  with 
respect  to  the  recommendation  for  deletion  of  the  requirement  that 
local  interests  furnish  spoil  disposal  areas,  it  believes  that  it  is  possible 
to  establish  an  arrangement  more  nearly  in  keeping  with  the  intent  of 
the  original  authorization  and  yet  equitable  to  both  local  interests 
and  the  Federal  Government.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  local 
interests  participate  in  the  cost  of  spoil  disposal  by  contributing  in 
cash  the  capital  investment  increment  of  the  cost  of  spoil  disposal  in 
the  Craney  Island  disposal  area.  It  states  that  this  cost  is  currently 
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9  cents  per  cubic  yard  and  the  cost  to  local  interests  would  be 
$27,260  for  the  initial  rehabilitation  and  $810  per  year  for  annual 
maintenance  over  the  remaining  life  of  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
agrees  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Remarks. — For  remarks  concerning  this  project  see  “Committee 
recommendations.” 

COASTS  OF  THE  HAWAIIAN  ISLANDS,  HARBORS  FOR  LIGHT-DRAFT  VESSELS 

(It.  Doc.  353,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbors  are  located  at  various  communities  on  the 
islands  of  Kauai,  Oahu,  Maui,  and  Hawaii. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  of  May  17,  1950. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  navigation  improvements  in 
Hawaii  specifically  for  the  use  of  small  boats.  There  are  seven 
federally  improved  commercial  harbors,  six  of  which  are  35  feet  deep 
and  one  23  feet  deep.  The  harbors  with  35-foot,  depth  are  at  Port 
Allen  and  Nawiliwili  Harbors  on  Kauai,  Honolulu  Harbor  on  Oahu, 
Kahului  Harbor  on  Maui,  and  Hilo  and  Kawaihae  Harbors  on  Hawaii; 
the  23-foot  harbor  is  at  Kaunakakai  on  Molokai.  There  are  20 
harbors  for  small  boats  along  the  shores  of  the  islands,  15  owned  by 
the  State,  and  5  by  private  interests. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  additional  protected  harbors 
at  various  localities  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands  for  existing  and  future 
recreational  and  commercial  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  eight  small-boat 
harbors  at  the  following  locations:  Hanalei  Bay,  Kauai;  Waianae, 
Oahu;  Heeia-Kea,  Oahu;  Kailua,  Oahu;  Maunalua  Bay,  Oahu; 
Lahaina,  Maui;  Hana,  Maui,  and  Reeds  Bay,  Hawaii. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1 962) . — 


Location 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Hanalei  Bay,  Kaui _ _ _ 

$347, 000 
933, 000 

$530. 000 

$877, 000 

934, 000 
437, 000 
485. 000 

1,867,  000 

409,  000 

846,000 

Kailua,  Oahu _ _ _ 

244,  000 

729! 000 

Maunalua  Bay,  Oahu _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

513, 000 

657,  000 

1. 170,  000 
708,000 
1,808.000 

Lahaina,  Maui _ 

364,  000 

344,  000 

Hana,  Maui _ _  _ _ _ _ 

1,679.000 

189,  000 

Reeds  Bay,  Hawaii _ _ 

248,  000 

274, 000 

522,  000 

Total _ _  .  -  _ 

4, 737, 000 

3, 850, 000 

8, 587, 000 

Project  economics  and  benefit-cost  ratio. — 


Location 

Annual 

charges 

Annual 

benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

Hanalei  Bay,  Kaui  _ . . 

$36, 500 
85, 000 
38, 100 
34,  600 
54,  600 

$47, 100 
96,100 
211,300 

1.3 

Waianae ,  Oahu  - . 

1.1 

Heeia-Kea,  Oahu _  _ 

5.5 

Kailua,  Oahu _  .„  . 

52!  700 

1.5 

Maunalua  Bay,  Oahu . 

232;  200 

4.2 

Lahaina,  Maui. . 

32,  900 

47,  400 

1.4 

Hana,  Maui..  _ 

88,  200 

107, 100 

1.2 

Reeds  Bay,  Hawaii _  .  _ . . 

24^  600 

53,  300 

2. 2 

Total _ _ __  _ 

394, 500 

847, 200 

2.1 

RIVERS  AND  HARBORS - FLOOD  CONTROL 


35 


Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  a  part  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  comprising  break¬ 
waters,  protective  roles,  and  entrance  channels,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump¬ 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment 
after  actual  costs  have  been  determined,  as  follows: 


Construction 

Local  cash  contribution 

Location 

cost 1 

Percent 

Present 

estimate 

Hanalei  Bay,  Kauai _  .  _ _ - _ 

$669,  000 

1,  794.  000 
808,000 
487,  000 
1,  023,  000 
685,  000 
1,  839,  000 
496,  000 

48. 1 

$322, 000 
861,  000 
399,  000 
243,  000 
510, 000 
321, 000 
160, 000 
248. 000. 

Waianae,  Oahu. _ _  _  _ __  _ _ 

48.  0 

49.  4 

50.  0 

Maunalua  Bay,  Oahu _  _  _ 

49.9 

Lahaina,  Maui _ _ _ _ _ _ _  .  ... 

46.9 

liana,  Maui.  _ _ _ _ .  _  _ _  _ 

8.  7 

50.0 

Total.  _  _ _ _ 

7, 801, 000 

39.3 

3,  064, 000, 

1  Excludes  non-Federal  costs  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations. 


provide  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way,  including  suitable  spoil 
disposal  areas  with  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embank¬ 
ments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  provide  and 
maintain  berthing  or  mooring  facilities  and  attendant  utilities, 
including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  the  berthing  and 
mooring  areas  and  in  the  local  access  channels,  commensurate  with 
the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  area;  provide  and  maintain 
all  appropriate  onshore  structures,  access  roads,  parking  areas,  public 
restrooms,  and  boat-launching  ramps  as  necessary  to  insure  a  com¬ 
plete  and  adequate  project;  and  accomplish  necessary  utility,  drainage 
or  other  relocations  or  alterations.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  furnish  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  0/  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  eight  recommended  small-boat  harbors  would  be 
the  first  Federal  navigation  improvements  in  Hawaii  specifically  for 
small-boat  use,  if  approved.  Even  though  there  is  a  total  of  20  small- 
boat  harbors  at  present,  15  of  which  are  State  owned  and  5  privately 
owned,  the  present  pace  of  increase  in  small-boat  ownership  and  use 
has  far  outrun  available  facilities.  Given  the  extensive  coastline  of 
the  islands,  and  the  broad  waters  serving  as  interisland  navigational 
routes,  heavier  use  of  the  already  overtaxed  small-boat  harbors  of 
the  State  is  foreseen.  The  committee  considers  the  harbors  justified 
and  meritorious  as  Federal  projects. 

HONOKAHAU  HARBOR,  HAWAII 
(H.  Doc.  68,  89th  Cong.) 

location.- — Honokahau  Bay  is  on  the  west  coast  of  the  island  of 
Hawaii.  The  site  of  the  proposed  project  is  about  28  nautical  miles 
south  of  the  Federal  deepwater  harbor  at  kawaihae  and  about  90  road 
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miles  from  Hilo,  Hawaii.  The  navigation  distance  to  Honolulu  on  the 
island  of  Oahu  is  approximately  150  nautical  miles. 

Authority. — Section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  May  17, 
1950. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Honokahau 
Bay.  There  are  public  boating  facilities  at  Kailua  Bay  and  Keauhou 
Bay,  4  and  9  nautical  miles  south,  respectively.  The  nearest  protected 
harbor  is  at  Kawaihae. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  no  adequate  harbor  along  the  Kona 
coast.  There  is  a  need  for  a  protected  harbor  for  existing  and  future 
recreational  and  commercial  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  entrance  channel  840  feet  long  and  120  feet  wide,  a  main 
access  channel  660  feet  long  and  120  feet  wide,  a  service  channel  200 
feet  long  and  75  feet  wide,  wave  absorbers  on  both  sides  of  the  entrance 
channel,  and  a  wave  trap. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1 963) . — - 

Federal _  $680,  000 

Non-Federal _  576,  000 


Total _  1,  256,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. _ _ _ _ _ 

$27, 000 
1,300 

1, 100 

$22, 400 

0 

0 

$49, 400 
1,300 
1, 100 

Aids  to  navigation _  _ _ _  _ 

Total _ 

29,400 

22, 400 

51, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented--.  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

24, 200 
7,300 
104, 100 

Commercial  fishing.  _  _ _ _ _ 

Recreational  fishing _  . 

Total _  _ _ _  _  _______  ___ 

135, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and 
maintain  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  a  public  landing 
with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  depths 
in  the  mooring  areas  commensurate  with  depths  in  the  related  project 
areas;  provide  and  maintain  an  adequate  access  roadway  and  all 
appropriate  structures  to  insure  a  complete  project  including  launch¬ 
ing  ramp,  parking  areas,  and  public  restrooms;  contribute  in  cash  in 
a  lump  sum  prior  to  commencement  of  construction  45  percent  of  the 
Federal  first  cost  of  construction,  such  contribution  presently  es¬ 
timated  at  $556,000.  Local  interests  have  expressed  complete  accord 
with  the  plan  of  improvement  and  expressed  willingness  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Remarks.- — The  committee  notes  that  the  Kona  coast  of  the  island 
of  Hawaii  is  completely  lacking  in  adequate  harbor  facilities  for  locally 
based  recreation  and  fishing  craft  as  well  as  transient  boats.  Large 
benefits  will  accrue  to  commercial  and  sport  fishing  and  to  recreational 
craft.  The  harbor  will  be  a  unit  in  a  system  of  harbors  of  refuge  for 
the  Hawaiian  Island  chain.  The  improvements  are  well  justified  by 
the  benefit-cost  ratio  of  2.6  to  1.  Allocation  of  costs  between  the 
Federal  Government  and  local  interests  is  believed  equitable  because 
of  the  amount  of  local  benefit. 

HONOLULU  HARBOR  AND  BARBERS  POINT  HARBOR,  OAHU,  HAWAII 

(H.  Doc.  93,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Honolulu  Harbor  is  on  the  south  coast  of  the  island  of 
Oahu.  Barbers  Point  is  about  16  miles  due  west  of  Honolulu  Harbor. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  August  14,  1959,  July  19,  1956,  and  July  16,  1958;  and  1950 
River  and  Harbor  Act. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  navigation  at 
Honolulu  Harbor  consists  of  the  Fort  Armstrong  Channel  40  feet 
deep,  500  feet  wide,  and  4,000  feet  long;  the  Kalihi  Channel  35  feet 
deep,  400  feet  wide,  and  10,300  feet  long;  a  harbor  area  and  interior 
channels  35  feet  deep,  and  a  double-leaf  bascule  bridge  across  Kalihi 
Channel.  There  is  no  Federal  navigation  project  at  Barbers  Point. 
This  is  a  privately  developed  barge  harbor  consisting  of  an  entrance 
channel  22  feet  deep,  220  feet  wide,  and  1,300  feet  long,  with  an  inner 
basin  21  feet  deep,  520  feet  wide,  and  700  feet  long. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  dimensions  of  Honolulu  Harbor 
are  inadequate  for  the  larger  vessels  which  could  use  this  harbor  if 
depths  and  channel  widths  were  increased.  The  existing  private 
harbor  for  barges  at  Barbers  Point  is  inadequate  for  the  anticipated 
commerce  expected  to  be  generated  by  the  new  industires  in  the  area. 
A  small-boat  harbor  also  is  needed  in  this  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — At  Honolulu  Harbor;  deepen 
Fort  Armstrong  Channel  to  45  feet;  remove  a  narrow  strip  of  land  on 
the  northeast  corner  of  Sand  Island;  deepen  the  main  harbor  basin 
and  Ivapalama  Channel  to  40  feet;  and  widen  Kapalama  Channel  by 
60  feet  along  the  Sand  Island  side.  At  Barbers  Point:  provide  an 
entrance  channel  42  feet  deep,  450  feet  wide,  and  3,100  feet  long;  an 
inner  basin  38  feet  deep  with  an  area  of  about  46  acres;  a  breakwater 
on  the  north  side  of  the  entrance  channel;  and  an  entrance  channel 
12  feet  deep,  80  feet  wide,  and  1,200  feet  long  to  a  small-boat  basin. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1963). — 


Honolulu 

Harbor 

Barbers  Point 

Total 

Deep  draft 

Small  boat 

$2,224,000 
i  2, 209, 000 

$7, 643, 000 

2  1,451,000 

$61, 000 

3 135, 000 

$9, 928, 000 
3, 795, 000 

Non- Federal _ _  _ _ _ 

Total _  _ 

4,433,000 

9, 094, 000 

196,000 

13, 723, 000 

1  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $59,000. 

2  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $161,000 

3  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $63,000. 
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Project  economics. — 


Honolulu 

Harbor 

Barbers  Point 

Total 

Deep  draft 

Small  boat 

Annual  charges: 

$92, 000 
85, 900 

$320, 900 
56, 400 

$3,300 

5,200 

$416, 200 
147,  500 

Total  _  _  - 

177, 900 

377,300 

8,500 

563,700 

Annual  benefits: 

989, 000 

0 

0 

54,000 

618,000 

0 

0 

33, 000 

0 

400 

87,700 

1,300 

1,607,000 
400 
87,  700 
88,300 

1,043.000 

651,000 

89,400 

1,783, 400 

5.9 

1.7 

10.5 

3.2 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  prior  to  construction  2.6  per¬ 
cent  of  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  at 
Honolulu  Harbor,  2.1  percent  at  Barbers  Point  deep-draft  harbor, 
and  49.8  percent  at  Barbers  Point  small-boat  harbor,  such  contribu¬ 
tions  being  presently  estimated  at  $59,000,  $161,000  and  $63,000, 
respectively.  Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way.  Hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Provide  and  maintain 
adequate  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms. 
Provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with 
project  depths.  Accomplish  utility,  drainage,  and  other  relocations 
or  alterations  as  necessary.  Provide  and  maintain  a  suitable  access 
road  and  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities  including  a  public 
landing  at.  Barbers  Point  small-boat  harbor  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  items 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Navy:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Honolulu  Harbor  is  the  only  deep-draft  harbor  on  the 
island  of  Oahu,  which  contains  80  percent  of  the  population  of  the 
State  of  Hawaii.  The  recent  granting  of  a  foreign  trade  zone  charter 
to  Hawaii  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  will  result  eventually 
in  more  and  larger  ships  visiting  the  State.  Increasing  the  existing 
dimensions  of  the  harbor  both  in  width  and  depth  to  accommodate 
the  kinds  of  ships  foreseen  would  maintain  the  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  development  of  the  islands.  In  the  Barbers  Point  area, 
recent  industrial  development  has  been  of  such  optimum  growth  that 
existing  barge  facilities  have  proven  inadequate  and  constrictive. 
With  the  recommended  improvements,  Barbers  Point  Harbor  could 
become  the  prime  instrumentality  for  the  establishment  of  a  second 
major  industrial  and  commercial  complex  in  the  State  which  would 
be  of  benefit  to  the  economic  health  of  the  islands.  The  committee 
notes  the  high  benefit-cost  ratio  and  that  the  projects  have  all  favor¬ 
able  reports.  The  projects  are  very  important  and  desirable  to  the 
State  of  Hawaii. 
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INDIANA  HARBOR,  IND. 

(H.  Doc.  227,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Indiana  Harbor  is  at  the  south  end  of  Lake  Michigan, 
4.5  miles  east  of  the  State  line  between  Illinois  and  Indiana. 

Authority. — In  partial  response  to  similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Public  Works  Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  May  18,  1956  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — -The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for:  a 
northerly  breakwater  2,520  feet  long  and  an  easterly  breakwater 
3,807  feet  long;  an  entrance  channel  from  the  lake  about  800  feet  wide, 
29  feet  deep  at  the  outer  end,  and  28  feet  deep  at  the  inner  end;  an 
anchorage  and  maneuver  basin  in  the  outer  harbor  28  feet  deep;  a 
canal  entrance  channel  290  feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep;  channels  260 
feet  wide  and  22  feet  deep  in  Indiana  Harbor  Canal  to  the  Forks, 
and  in  Calumet  River  branch  to  141st  Street;  a  channel  160  feet  wide 
|  and  22  feet  deep  in  the  Lake  George  branch  from  the  Forks  to  White 
Oak  Avenue;  a  turning  basin  22  feet  deep,  lakeward  of  Canal  Street 
and  at  the  Forks;  and  maintenance  of  a  channel  SO  feet  wide  and  20 
feet  deep  in  Calumet  River  branch  from  141st  Street  to  Calumet 
River. 

Navigation  problem. — Lack  of  depth  to  accommodate  vessels  in 
Great  Lakes  fleet  serving  local  docks. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  depth  of  25 
feet  in  the  main  canal  from  the  landward  end  of  the  canal  entrance 
channel  for  about  2,860  feet  to  a  point  lakeward  of  the  Dickey  Place 
Bridge,  over  a  modified  channel  width  of  190  feet  except  through 
the  bridge  openings. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  May  1963). — 


Federal _  $96,  000 

Non-Federal _  197,  000 

Total _  293,000 


Total _  293,  000 

Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges:  Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$3,800 

$7,600 

$11,400 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ _ _  _ 

507, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 44.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the 
improvement;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  depths  in  berthing  areas  serving  the  terminals  commensurate 
with  the  depth  provided  in  the  related  project  area;  and  accomplish 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  relocations,  as  may  be  required, 
of  submarine  utility  crossings.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  furnish  the  required  cooperation  for  the  proposed 
improvement. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 
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Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress,  subject  to  consideration  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  made  in  its  letter.  The  Bureau  notes  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  recommends  that  the  authorization  contain  an  additional  item 
of  local  cooperation  providing  for  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  (local  interests)  will  contribute 
one-half  of  the  cost  of  construction  dredging,  currently  estimated  at 
$48,000.  The  estimated  cost  to  the  United  States  on  this  basis  would 
be  $48,000  for  construction.  The  Bureau  believes  this  to  be  a  reason¬ 
able  amount  of  special  cost  sharing  in  this  project  modification. 
Accordingly,  it  concurs  hi  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army.  The  Bureau  considers,  further,  that  if  such  cost  sharing  is 
not  provided,  construction  of  the  project  modification  should  not 
commence  until  there  is  convincing  evidence  that  there  will  be  addi¬ 
tional  beneficiaries  from  the  project  modification  by  the  time  con¬ 
struction  is  completed. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  recom¬ 
mends  construction  of  the  general  navigation  improvements  at 
Federal  expense  and  considers  that  the  project  should  be  authorized 
in  accordance  with  his  recommendation.  The  committee  also  notes 
the  high  benefit-cost  ratio  and  the  large  cost  to  local  interests. 

JACKSONVILLE  HARBOR 
(H.  Doc.  214,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Jacksonville  Harbor  is  in  northeast  Florida,  about  125 
miles  south  of  Savannah  Harbor,  Ga.,  and  about  145  miles  north  of 
Canaveral  Harbor,  Fla. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  May  9,  1957. 

Existing  'project. — -The  existing  Federal  project  for  Jacksonville 
Harbor  provides  for:  A  channel  34  feet  deep  and  400  to  1,200  feet  wide 
from  the  ocean  to  Commodore  Point  via  a  cutoff  channel  from  St.  Johns 
Bluff  (Fulton)  to  Dame  Point  and  via  Terminal  Channel  to  Commo¬ 
dore  Point,  and  thence  30  feet  deep  to  the  Florida  East  Coast  Railroad 
bridge,  with  increased  width  at  the  bends;  maintenance  of  two  jetties, 
1,600  feet  apart,  built  at  the  entrance  under  a  previous  project;  con¬ 
struction  of  training  walls  and  revetments;  and  a  channel  30  feet 
deep  and  750  to  1,100  feet  wide  along  the  northerly  side  of  Blount 
Island.  The  bar  channel  was  dredged  42  and  40  feet  deep  and  800 
feet  wide  in  1951,  and  has  been  maintained  to  those  dimensions  with 
Navy  funds.  All  depths  are  referred  to  local  mean  low  water. 

Navigation  problem.- — Existing  channel  depths  restrict  passage  of 
deep-draft  vessels  to  high  tides  and  do  not  permit  full  loading  of  the 
larger  tanks  and  cargo  vessels;  present  channel  depth  and  widths  re¬ 
strict  safe  and  expeditious  maneuvering  of  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Maintenance  of  the  existing 
entrance  channel  at  depths  of  42  and  40  feet;  deepening  of  the  main 
ship  channel  to  38  feet  upstream  to  mile  20;  and  widening  of  the 
channel  by  100  feet  near  mile  5  and  by  200  feet  near  mile  7. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  1963). — 

Federal _  $8,  484,  000 

Non-Federal _  226,  000 


Total 


8,  710,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$331, 000 
57, 000 
2,000 

$27, 000 

$358, 000 
57, 000 
2,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Navigation _ _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

390, 000 

27,000 

417, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

General 

Local 

Total 

$797, 000 
22, 000 

$797, 000 
44,000 

Land  enhancement _ 

$22, 000 

Total _ 

819, 000 

22, 000 

841, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  2.6  percent  of  the  contract 
price  plus  supervision  and  administration  thereof  for  all  items  of  work 
to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  an  amount  now  estimated  at 
$226,000  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in 
installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with 
construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
allocation  of  cost  to  be  made  after  the  actual  costs  have  been  deter¬ 
mined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial 
and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining 
works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  any  damages  that 
may  be  attributed  to  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project; 
and,  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  depths  in  berth¬ 
ing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commen¬ 
surate  with  the  depth  provided  in  the  related  project  areas. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However,  if 
access  facilities  for  hunting  and  fishing  are  incorporated  in  the  project 
plan  it  is  expected  that  their  development  would  be  undertaken  in 
accord  with  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  that  existing  navigation  channels 
in  Jacksonville  Harbor  are  inadequate  to  accommodate  deep  draft 
vessels  except  during  periods  of  high  tide  and  do  not  permit  full 
loading  of  the  larger  tankers  and  cargo  vessels.  The  improvements 
are  well  justified  by  the  anticipated  benefits. 
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JOHN  DAY  LOCK  AND  DAM,  COLUMBIA  RIVER,  WASH.  AND  OREG. 

(S.  Doc.  28,  89th  Cong.) 

Proposed  project  modification  for  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for 
waterfowl  management 

Authority. — Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  approved  August 
12,  1958  (Public  Law  85-624).  The  modification  would  provide  for 
acquisition  of  fee  title  to  certain  lands  for  wildlife  purposes  which 
will  require  specific  authorization  by  Congress. 

Existing  project. — The  John  Day  lock  and  dam  was  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1950  as  a  major  component  of  the  plan 
for  development  of  the  lower  Columbia  River  system  for  navigation 
and  power.  The  dam  will  impound  water  77  miles  upstream.  Con¬ 
struction  of  the  authorized  project  was  approximately  43  percent 
complete  as  of  January  1,  1965. 

Wildlife  problem. — A  study  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife  in  cooperation  with  Oregon  State  Game  Commission  and 
Washington  State  Department  of  Game  indicated  that  the  John  Day 
lock  and  dam  project  will  destroy  a  portion  of  the  habitat  which 
is  essential  to  a  large  segment  of  more  than  7  million  waterfowl 
utilizing  the  Pacific  Flywav. 

Becommended  plan  of  improvements. — To  modify  the  project  by 
acquiring  additional  lands,  contiguous  to  lands  for  other  project  pur¬ 
poses,  for  establising  a  waterfowl  management  unit.  The  total  area 
proposed  for  development  is  estimated  to  be  about  29,370  acres,  of 
which  about  16,790  acres  would  be  water  and  12,580  acres  would  be 
land.  Besides  project  land  amounting  to  8,750  acres,  an  estimated 
3,300  acres  of  private  land  and  530  acres  of  public  lands  will  be 
required. 

Estimated  cost. — 


Corps  of  Engineers _  $676,  000 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service _  680,  000 

Total _  1,  356,  000 


The  land  will  be  purchased  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  responsible  for  development,  opera¬ 
tions  and  maintenance,  including  funding  of  these  items. 

Project  economics. — - 


Cost 

Interest 

Amortiza¬ 

tion 

Total 

annual 

costs 

Land  purchase _  __  _  __  _ _ 

$676,  000 
680,  000 

$17,745 
17, 850 

$17, 745 
24, 578 
66,000 

Development.  ..  _  _  .... 

$6, 728 

Operations  and  maintenance _  __  _ _  __  __ 

Total _  .  _______ 

1,356, 000 

35, 595 

6,728 

108, 323 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented  ___  _ 

34,000 
112,  000 

Enhancement.  _  _  _ 

Total _ _  _  _ 

146,  000 
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Benefit-cost-ratio. — 1 .35. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington:  Favorable. 

Coinments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  has  considered  the  recommendations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  director  of  the  Game  Commission, 
State  of  Oregon,  and  the  director  of  the  Department  of  Game,  State 
of  Washington,  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  report  on  modifying  the 
project  for  establishing  a  national  wildlife  refuge.  The  committee 
believes  the  refuge  is  desirable  and  that  the  modification  should  be 
authorized  at  this  time. 

KAWAIHAE  HARBOR,  HAWAII 
(H.  Doc.  75,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kawaihae  Harbor  is  on  the  northwest  cost  of  the  island 
of  Hawaii,  about  85  nautical  miles  northwest  of  Hilo  Harbor,  Hawaii, 
and  about  150  nautical  miles  southeast  of  Honolulu  Harbor  on  the 
island  of  Oahu. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
March  17,  1960  and  May  10,  1962.  House  Public  Works  Committee 
resolution  adopted  May  10,  1962.  Section  110  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  May  17,  1950. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  2,900- 
foot-long  entrance  channel  400  to  520  feet  wide  and  40  feet  deep;  a 
harbor  basin  1,250  feet  square  and  35  feet  deep;  and  a  breakwater 
2,650  feet  long.  Local  interests  have  provided  adequate  terminal 
and  transfer  facilities  and  two  harbors  for  small  craft,  one  near  the 
entrance  and  one  at  the  inner  end  of  the  harbor. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  was  designed  for  use  by 
vessels  of  the  size  which  were  expected  to  use  the  harbor.  Since  the 
project  completion  the  primary  users  of  the  harbor  have  changed  to 
the  use  of  vessels  which  are  140  feet  longer  than  those  for  which  the 
project  was  designed.  Present  width  of  channel  and  size  of  harbor 
basin  are  inadequate  for  safe  operation  of  the  longer  vessels  except 
under  the  most  favorable  weather  conditions.  Surge  within  the 
basin  interferes  with  loading  and  unloading  operations,  particularly 
at  the  barge  wharf. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement.- — The  proposed  plan  consists 
of  widening  the  seaward  1,200  feet  of  the  entrance  channel,  widening 
the  harbor  basin  by  200  feet,  lengthening  the  harbor  by  a  maximum 
of  500  feet,  extending  the  present  breakwater  by  about  750  feet,  con¬ 
structing  a  wave  absorber  at  the  inner  end  of  the  deep  draft  harbor, 
and  providing  a  small-boat  harbor  between  the  wave  absorber  and 
the  inner  end  of  the  basin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  October  1963). — 

Federal _ $2,  291,  000 

Non-Federal _  46,  000 


Total 


2,  337,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Fed  eral 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$89, 000 
7, 000 

$1, 800 

0 

$90, 800 
7,000 

96,000 

1,800 

97, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

12, 800 
161, 300 
25,900 
4, 800 
55, 200 

260, 000 

Benefit-c  ost  ratio . — 2 . 7 . 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  0.6  and  46.3  percent  of  the 
first  costs  of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  for  the 
deep-draft  and  light-draft  harbor  improvements  presently  estimated 
at  $14,000  and  $26,000,  respectively.  Provide  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  including 
spoil  areas  and  necessary  retaining  measures  or  costs  thereof.  Hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Provide  and  maintain 
adequate  public  terminals  and  transfer  facilities  in  the  deep-draft 
harbor  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Provide  and  maintain  depths  in 
berthing  areas  commensurate  with  project  depths.  Accomplish  all 
relocations.  Provide  and  maintain  necessary  mooring  facilities  and 
utilities  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  in 
the  light-draft  harbor  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  existing  project  will  not  permit  safe  use  of  the  harbor 
by  vessels  of  the  length  now  in  use  by  the  primary  users  of  the  harbor. 
These  vessels  are  some  140  feet  longer  than  those  for  which  the 
existing  project  was  designed.  Surge  within  the  harbor  basin  interferes 
with  loading  and  unloading  operations.  The  proposed  improvements 
will  permit  use  of  the  harbor  by  the  larger  vessels,  reduce  surge  within 
the  harbor,  and  permit  development  of  a  small-boat  harbor.  The 
improvements  are  well  justified  by  the  overall  benefits  and  the  cash 
contribution  by  local  interests  is  equitable  because  of  the  local  recre¬ 
ational  and  land-fill  benefits. 

LEXINGTON  HARBOR,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  301,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  village  of  Lexington  is  on  the  southwesterly  shore 
of  Lake  Huron,  about  20  miles  from  the  head  of  the  St.  Clair  River  at 
Port  Huron. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945. 
(Partial  response.) 

Existing  project.— There  is  no  existing  Federal  navigation  project 
at  Lexington.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  fishing  pier  extend- 
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ing  into  water  5  feet  deep.  Timber  piling,  remains  of  old  shipping 
piers,  are  along  the  waterfront  south  of  the  fishing  pier. 

Navigation  'problem. — There  is  a  need  for  a  protected  harbor  in  this 
area  for  recreational  boating,  commercial  fishing,  and  to  serve  as  a 
harbor  of  refuge. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvements  consisting  of 
breakwaters  totaling  about  2,000  feet  in  length  with  recreational 
fishing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater;  an  anchorage  and  maneuver 
area  of  about  6  acres,  8  feet  deep;  and  a  flared  approach  channel  10 
feet  deep,  decreasing  in  width  to  160  feet  between  the  breakwaters. 
Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  May  1962). — - 

Federal _ $563,  000 

Non-Federal _  366,  000 


Total _  929,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$22, 100 
8,000 
400 

$15, 600 

$37, 700 
8,000 
400 

Maintenance  and  dredging _ _  _  _ 

Total _ 

30,500 

15, 600 

46,100 

Annual  benefits: 

33,200 

5,000 

10,500 

7,000 

Harbor  of  refuge.  _ _  _ 

Commercial  fishing _ _ _ _ 

Fishing  from  pier.” _ _  _ 

Total  _ _ _ 

55,700 

Benedt-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash,  due  to  recreational  boating 
benefits,  39  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  general 
navigation  facilities  and  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  structural 
modifications  necessary  to  provide  for  recreational  fishing  facilities 
on  the  main  breakwater,  such  contributions  presently  estimated  at 
$348,000  and  $18,000,  respectively,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined ;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  construction 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  neces¬ 
sary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the 
cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  subsequent  use, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and 
utilities  including  an  adequate  public  landing  with  provision  for  the 
sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants  and  potable  water,  and  a  parking  lot 
with  adequate  sanitary  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  the 
dredging  of  berthing  areas  to  be  commensurate  with  the  depth  of  the 
Federal  improvement;  establish  a  properly  constituted  and  competent 
public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  financially  and  to  provide  and 
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operate  essential  local  facilities;  and  reserve  spaces  within  the  anchor¬ 
age  and  mooring  facilities  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of  transient 
craft.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to 
comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  expects  that,  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  the  Congress, 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  will  assure  himself  that  the  benefits  estimated 
to  be  realized  from  development  of  commercial  fishing  industry  can 
be  reasonably  anticipated  prior  to  the  submission  of  any  estimate  of 
funds  to  construct  the  project. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  there  is  a  need  for  a  protected 
harbor  in  this  area  and  that  the  proposed  project  is  economically 
justified. 

Modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. — Subject  to  the  requirement  that  in  lieu  of  contribution 
of  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  structural  modifications  necessary  to 
provide  for  recreational  fishing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater  local 
interests  furnish,  prior  to  construction,  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that,  in  accordance  with  the  proposed  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  they  will- 

fa)  Pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  cost  of  the 
structural  modifications  necessary  to  provide  for  recreational 
fishing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater,  less  one-half  of  the  cost 
of  associated  parking  facilities  to  be  provided  locally,  the  amount 
involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $11,000;  and 

( b )  Bear  all  costs  of  maintenance  and  replacement  of  these 
modifications,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  at 
$2,000  on  an  average  annual  basis. 

Provided  that  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  these  facilities  may  be  modified  in 
accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided  in  the  proposed  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  depending  on  the  intentions  of  non- 
Federal  interests  regarding  participation  in  the  costs  of  these  features 
at  the  time  of  construction  and  subsequent  thereto. 

This  modification  would  increase  the  estimated  Federal  cost  from 
$563,000  to  $570,000  and  decrease  the  estimated  non-Federal  cost  from 
$366,000  to  $359,000.  The  Federal  annual  maintenance  would  de¬ 
crease  from  $8,000  to  $6,000  and  the  non-Federal  annual  maintenance 
would  be  $2,000. 

Nothing  in  this  modification  is  intended  to  alter  the  provision  that 
improvement  for  navigation  may  be  undertaken  independently  of  the 
public  recreational  fishing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater  whenever 
funds  for  that  purpose  are  available  and  the  required  local  cooperation 
has  been  furnished. 
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MERMENTAU  RIVER,  LA. 

(H.  Doc.  239,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Mermentau  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of 
Bayous  Nezpique  and  des  Cannes  about  2  miles  above  the  town  of 
Mermentau,  35  miles  east  of  Lake  Charles,  La.,  and  flows  generally 
south  for  about  72  miles  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  June  7,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  removal 
of  obstructions  to  navigation  in  the  entire  Mermentau  River,  the 
lower  25  miles  of  Bayou  Nezpicpie,  and  lower  8.5  miles  of  Bayou  des 
Cannes,  and  for  a  channel  in  the  Mermentau  River  9  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide  from  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  the  junction  of  the 
two  bayous.  The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  provides  shallow-draft 
channel  connections  to  New  Orleans  and  the  Mississippi  River  on  the 
east  and  the  Texas  gulf  coast  ports  on  the  west. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
channel  as  necessary  to  afford  the  Mermentau  River  area  the  same 
accommodations  for  barge  service  as  are  available  on  the  Gulf  Intra¬ 
coastal  Waterway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements. — Enlargement  and  realinement 
of  the  existing  channel  in  the  Mermentau  River  above  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  to  dimensions  of  12  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide  through  Lake  Arthur  and  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  to  the 
Interstate  Highway  No.  10  crossings  of  Bayous  Nezpique  and  des 
Cannes,  and  replacement  of  the  highway  bridge  at  Lake  Arthur. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  July  106 4). — 

Federal _ $2,  690,  000 

Non-Federal _  645,  000 


Total _  3,  335,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$107, 100 
22, 600 

0 

$25, 600 

0 

3, 300 

$132,  700 
22, 600 
3,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  _ 

Total.  _ _ _ _ _  _  _ 

129, 700 

28, 900 

158, 600 
259,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project 
and  for  aids  to  navigation,  including  suitable  areas  determined  to  be 
required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  dis¬ 
posal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and 
embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance ;  design  and  construct  a  replacement  highway 
bridge  at  Lake  Arthur  having  clearances  of  50  feet  vertically  above 
high  water  and  about  200  feet  horizontally,  and  bear  17.1  percent  of 
the  cost  of  design  and  construction  of  the  bridge  by  non-Federal 
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interests  (exclusive  of  Corps  of  Engineers’  costs),  a  sum  currently 
estimated  at  $338,000,  and  maintain  and  operate  the  bridge  after 
construction  without  cost  to  the  United  States;  provide  and  maintain 
at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open 
to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  depths  in  mooring  areas  and  local  access 
channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  depths  pro¬ 
vided  in  related  project  areas;  and  make  all  modifications  to  roads, 
bridges,  pipelines,  cables,  and  any  other  utilities  (except  the  Lake 
Arthur  highway  bridge).  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Generally  favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  the  existing  project  in  the 
Mermentau  River  is  an  important  tributary  channel  to  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  so  that  the  improvement  recommended  will 
provide  benefits  to  the  waterway  commerce  of  the  Nation. 

CHANNEL  TO  NEWPORT  NEWS,  NORFOLK  HARBOR,  AND  THIMBLE  SHOAL 

CHANNEL,  VA. 

(H.  Doc.  187,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  southern  end  of  Chesapeake  Bay. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  15  1961. 

Existing  ■project.— The  existing  Federal  project  for  Norfolk  Harbor 
provides  in  general  for  a  main  channel  40  feet  deep  and  1,500  feet  wide 
from  deep  water  in  Hampton  Roads  to  a  point  just  south  of  the 
Hampton  Roads  Army  Terminal  piers;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  750 
feet  wide  to  the  mouth  of  Southern  Branch  of  Elizabeth  River; 
thence  40  feet  deep  and  450  feet  wide  up  this  branch  to  the  Belt  Line 
Railroad  bridge,  a  total  distance  of  13.8  miles,  including  an  approach 
and  turning  area  of  the  same  depth  opposite  the  Norfolk  Naval 
Shipyard;  thence  35  feet  deep,  375  feet  wide  and  1  mile  long  to  the 
first  Norfolk  &  Western  Railway  bridge;  thence  35  feet  deep, 
250  feet  wide,  and  3.1  miles  long  to  a  turning  basin  of  the  same  depth 
and  600  feet  by  600  feet;  for  subsidiary  channels  in  the  Eastern 
and  Western  Branches  and  Scotts  Creek;  anchorage  areas  on  the 
west  side  of  the  40-foot  channel  opposite  Lambert  Point  and  south  of 
Craney  Island  aggregating  173  acres,  consisting  of:  1  anchorage  space 
1,500  feet  square  and  38  feet  deep;  1  anchorage  space  1,500  feet 
square  and  35  feet  deep;  and  1  anchorage  space  1,000  feet  wide, 
3,000  feet  long,  and  20  feet  deep;  another  anchorage  of  45  acres, 
12  feet  deep,  near  Pinner  Point;  and  a  disposal  area  of  about  2,500 
acres  adjacent  to  and  north  of  Craney  Island  with  appurtenant 
facilities. 

A  prior  report,  submitted  to  Congress  April  7,  1965,  recommends 
modification  of  the  project  for  Norfolk  Harbor  to  provide  two  anchor¬ 
ages  at  its  junction  with  channel  to  Newport  News  and  opposite 
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Sewells  Point,  40  feet  deep  over  swinging  radii  of  1,200  feet,  and  widen¬ 
ing  of  the  Newport  News  Channel  from  600  to  800  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — The  improvement  of  channel  and  anchorage 
facilities  has  not  kept  pace  with  the  ports’  increase  in  waterborne 
commerce  and  number  of  deep-draft  commercial  vessels  that  are 
being  used. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  Thimble 
Shoal  Channel,  channel  to  Newport  News,  and  Norfolk  Harbor  Chan¬ 
nel  upstream  to  Lambert  Point  to  a  depth  of  45  feet  over  channel 
widths  as  currently  authorized,  except  that  the  Craney  Island  Reach 
of  Norfolk  Harbor  Channel  is  to  be  widened  from  750  feet  to  800 
feet,  and  the  channel  to  Newport  News  is  to  be  widened  from  600 
feet  to  800  feet  as  recommended  in  a  prior  report;  and  deepening  of 
four  40-foot  anchorages,  recommended  in  a  previous  report,  to  a 
depth  of  45  feet  with  the  easternmost  anchorage  at  Sewells  Point 
opposite  the  U.S.  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  and  the  adjacent  naval 
maneuvering  area  to  be  dredged  initially;  and  the  dredging  of  the 
three  remaining  anchorages  (westernmost  anchorage  at  Sewells 
Point  and  the  two  opposite  Newport  News)  to  be  deferred  until  the 
need  therefor  develops;  and  extension  of  the  existing  40-foot  channel 
in  Southern  Branch  upstream  a  distance  of  1  mile  to  the  Norfolk 
&  Western  Railway  bridge;  and  provision  of  a  turning  basin  in  the 
Southern  Branch  opposite  the  mouth  of  St.  Julian  Creek. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1964). — 

Federal _ _ _  $25,600,000 

Non-Federal _  500,  000 


Total _  26,  100,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$1,171,300 

68,700 

$20, 000 

0 

$1,191,300 

68,700 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _  _  _ 

1, 240, 000 

20,000 

1, 260, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  damages  and  savings  in  time _ 

10,000 
6, 388,000 

Transportation  savings _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

6,398,000 

Benefit-to-cost  ratio. — 5.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
improvements;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such 
alterations  and  relocations  of  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage,  and  other 
utility  facilities  as  may  be  required  for  construction  of  the  project;  and 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in 
berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  commensurate  with  depths 
provided  in  the  related  project  areas.  Local  interests  are  willing  and 
able  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 


50-894—65 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  o  f  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission  of 
the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  states  that  no  incre¬ 
mental  jusification  is  presented  for  the  anchorages  and  that,  although 
the  report  considers  them  to  be  inseparable  from  the  proposed  channel 
improvement,  this  contention  is  documented  in  only  a  most  general 
way.  The  Bureau  further  states  that  should  the  recommended  im¬ 
provements  be  authorized  by  the  Congress,  it  would  expect  that  further 
consideration  would  be  given  to  this  matter  prior  to  any  request  for 
funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the  anchorage  areas. 

Remark s. — The  recommended  improvements  are  necessary  to  better 
accommodate  large  bulk  carriers  and  would  have  a  significant  and 
beneficial  impact  on  coal  shipments  from  the  Hampton  Roads  ports 
at  Norfolk  and  Newport  News,  Va.  The  committee  recognize  that 
the  coal  shipped  from  the  Hampton  Roads  ports  originates  in  the 
Appalachia  depressed  area.  The  committee  also  notes  the  excellent 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  and  urges  early  construction  of  the  project. 

NEW  YORK  AND  NEW  JERSEY  CHANNELS 
(H.  Doc.  108,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Northeast  corner  of  Staten  Island,  N.Y.  Entrance 
to  Kill  Van  Kull  from  upper  New  York  Bay. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30,  1955,  and  June  27,  1956. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  through  lower  New  York 
Bay,  Raritan  Bay,  Arthur  Kill,  lower  Newark  Bay,  and  Kill  Van  Kull 
to  upper  New  York  Bay,  with  depths  of  37  feet  in  rock  and  35  feet 
in  soft  material,  with  widths  of  500  to  800  feet;  two  anchorages  38 
feet  deep;  a  dike  north  of  Shooters  Island;  and  two  secondary  chan¬ 
nels  of  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide,  one  south  of  Shooters  Island 
and  the  other  in  Raritan  Bay  connecting  with  Raritan  River. 

Navigation  problem. — Insufficient  width  of  entrance  channel  to  Kill 
Van  Kull  from  upper  New  York  Bay  for  the  existing  and  prospective 
commerce. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  widening  the  en¬ 
trance  channel  to  Kill  Van  Kull  from  upper  New  York  Bay  to  a 
width  of  1,400  feet  in  the  bay  to  a  point  near  the  intersection  with 
the  channel  along  the  New  Jersey  pierhead  line,  thence  narrowing  to 
a  minimum  width  of  1,000  feet  to  a  point  opposite  the  east  end  of 
Constable  Hook,  a  distance  of  1.1  miles,  all  to  the  presently  authorized 
depths  of  37  feet  in  rock  and  35  feet  in  other  material. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1963). — • 

Federal -  $2,  581,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total 


2,  581,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non- Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

Maintenance _ _  _  _  __ 

$100,000 
20,  000 

0 

0 

$100,  000 
20,  000 

Total _ _  _  _ _ _  ..  _  _  _ _ 

120,  000 

0 

120,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Reduction  in  vessel  damage _  _ _ _ _ 

185, 130 
48, 790 
79, 030 

Total _  _ _  _  ... 

312, 950 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  recommended  improvement,  and  for 
maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation,  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  disposal 
of  spoil;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that 
may  result  from  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ment.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  increase  in  the  width  of  the  entrance 
channel  to  Kill  Van  Kull  from  upper  New  York  Bay  will  provide 
for  safe  and  expeditious  maneuvering  of  vessels  using  the  entrance. 
The  committee  believes  that  the  improvement  is  urgently  needed. 

NEW  YORK  HARBOR,  N.Y.  (ANCHORAGE  AREAS) 

(S.  Doc.  17,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Atlantic  Ocean  and  tributaries  at  the  New  York 
metropolitan  area. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  16,  1957. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  Ambrose  Channel  from  the  ocean 
through  the  Lower  Bay  to  the  Narrows,  a  distance  of  10.2  miles,  a 
width  of  2,000  feet,  and  a  depth  of  45  feet  below  mean  low  water;  for 
Anchorage  Channel,  a  5.7-mile  extension  of  Ambrose  Channel  with  the 
same  depth  and  width  from  the  Narrows  through  the  anchorage  grounds 
in  the  Upper  Bay  to  the  Hudson  and  East  Rivers;  for  the  southerly 
Entrance  Channel  and  Bayside  Channel  from  the  ocean,  east  of  Sandy 
Hook,  to  the  junction  with  Main  Ship  Channel,  a  distance  ol  7.1 
miles,  a  width  of  800  feet  and  a  depth  of  35  feet  below  mean  low  water; 
for  Main  Ship  Channel,  from  Bayside  Channel  to  deep  water  in  the 
Lower  Bay,  a  distance  of  5.3  miles,  a  width  of  1,000  feet,  and  a  depth 
of  30  feet  below  mean  low  water;  for  the  removal  of  Craven  Shoal  to 
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a  depth  of  30  feet  below  mean  low  water;  for  a  channel  2.3  miles  long, 
200  feet  wide,  and  16  feet  deep  at  mean  low  water  reaching  from  Bell 
Buoy  23  to  Hoffman  and  Swinburne  Islands;  for  an  irregular,  tri¬ 
angular-shaped  anchorage  area  in  the  southerly  half  of  Red  Hook 
Flats  with  an  area  of  about  442  acres  and  depths  of  40  and  30  feet 
below  mean  low  water;  for  an  anchorage  in  the  vicinity  of  Liberty 
(Bedloe)  Island,  with  an  area  of  about  160  acres  and  a  depth  of  20 
feet  at  mean  low  water;  and  for  a  channel  along  New  Jersey  pierhead 
line  connecting  Kill  Van  Kull  with  deep  water  in  Anchorage  Channel 
at  a  point  south  of  the  Liberty  Island  anchorage,  a  distance  of  about 
3  miles,  a  width  of  500  feet,  increasing  to  800  feet  at  bends,  and  a 
depth  of  20  feet  at  mean  low  water. 

Navigation  •problem. — The  increase  in  use  of  large  tankers  and  dry- 
cargo  vessels  has  resulted  in  serious  congestion  in  the  existing  an¬ 
chorage  areas  and  accidents  due  to  grounding  and  collisions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  the 
southern  section  of  Anchorage  2lB  (Red  Hook  Flats)  south  of  the 
fairway,  for  a  width  of  about  2,000  feet  over  an  area  of  145  acres,  from 
a  depth  of  30  and  40  feet  below  mean  low  water  to  45  feet  below  mean 
low  water;  the  middle  section  for  a  width  of  about  3,300  feet  over  an 
area  of  187  acres,  from  a  depth  of  30  and  40  feet  below  mean  low  water 
to  40  feet  below  mean  low  water;  and  the  northern  section  for  a  width 
of  about  3,900  feet  over  an  area  of  150  acres,  from  a  depth  of  30  feet 
below  mean  low  water  to  35  feet  below  mean  low  water;  enlarging  and 
deepening  Anchorage  2lB  (Red  Hook  Flats)  north  of  the  fairway,  to 
an  average  width  of  2,700  feet  and  extending  the  length  to  the  Butter¬ 
milk  Channel  cutoff  so  as  to  encompass  446  acres,  and  deepening  from 
a  natural  depth  of  14  feet  and  more  at  mean  low  water  to  35  feet  below 
mean  low  water  including  the  westerly  3,200  feet  of  the  fairway;  and 
deepening  Anchorage  49C  in  Gravesend  Bay  for  a  width  of  about 
2,300  feet  over  an  area  of  334  acres  from  a  depth  of  30  feet  and  more 
at  mean  low  water  to  47  feet  at  mean  low  water  and  changing  its 
existing  regulations  to  permit  its  use  by  commercial  vessels  and  pas¬ 
senger  liners  when  use  of  the  anchorage  by  naval  and  military  vessels 
will  permit. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  November  1963). — 


Federal _ _ _ _ _ _ $44,  852,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 

Total . . 44,852,000 

Project  economics. — • 

Annual  charges:  Federal 

Interest  and  amortization _  $1,  748,  800 

Maintenance _  100,  000 

Total _  1,  848,  800 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  vessel  damage _  76,  000 

Savings  in  transportation _  2,  604,  000 

Total _  2,  680,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5.  F 


Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  construction  and  maintenance  of 
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ids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers ;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  of  the  project  including  submarine  struc¬ 
tures;  and  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  removal  or 
relocation  of  pipelines  and  other  utilities,  if  necessary.  Local  interests 
are  able  and  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  notes  that  the  ex¬ 
pansion  and  improvement  of  anchorage  areas  recommended  in  this 
report  are  based  upon  projected  growth  in  commerce  from  1960  to 
2015  and  upon  a  significant  increase  in  vessel  size  progressively  over 
this  period.  The  Bureau  states  that  it  would  expect  that  prior  to  any 
|  request  for  funds  for  construction  of  this  project,  a  suitable  schedule 
would  be  developed  to  permit  work  on  the  various  anchorage  improve¬ 
ments  to  progress  in  phase  with  actual  growth  in  harbor  traffic  and 
experienced  trends  in  vessel  design,  and  that  thorough  consideration 
would  be  given  to  use  of  hopper  dredges  as  indicated  by  the  Office  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Remarks. — The  increase  in  the  number  of  vessels  as  well  as  use  of 
larger  vessels  have  resulted  in  serious  congestion  in  the  existing  anchor¬ 
age  areas.  The  committee  believes  the  improvement  is  needed  to  care 
for  the  commerce  in  New  York  Harbor,  one  of  the  major  ports  of  our 
Nation. 

OCEANSIDE  HARBOR,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  76,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Oceanside  Harbor  is  on  the  coast  of  southern  California 
about  30  miles  north  of  San  Diego.  It  is  situated  adjacent  to  the  Del 
Mar  boat  basin  (Camp  Pendleton)  and  within  the  city  of  Oceanside. 

Authority. — Public  Law  14,  79th  Congress,  approved,  March  2,1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  general  navigation. 
I  The  Del  Mar  boat  basin,  developed  by  the  Navy,  consists  of  two 
jetties,  and  entrance  channel,  and  an  inner  basin  for  military  craft. 
Local  interests  constructed  the  Oceanside  small-boat  harbor  in  1963 
which  consists  of  an  approach  channel  20  feet  deep  common  to  the 
Del  Mar  basin,  and  inner  channels  and  a  turning  basin  10  to  20  feet 
deep,  protected  by  a  jetty,  groin,  and  revetment.  The  Oceanside 
Harbor  served  as  a  source  of  material  for  the  Federal  beach  erosion 
project  at  Oceanside  which  was  completed  in  1963. 

Navigation  problem. — The  approach  and  entrance  channels  are 
subject  to  shoaling  from  upcoast  and  downcoast  littoral  drift.  Local 
interests  desire  Federal  maintenance  of  the  general  navigation  facilities 
of  Oceanside  Harbor.  The  Navy  has  requested  that  maintenance  of 
the  approach  and  entrance  channels  to  Del  Mar  boat  basin  be  com¬ 
bined  with  the  project  for  maintenance  of  Oceanside  Harbor. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Federal  maintenance  of  Ocean- 
side  Harbor  at  an  estimated  annual  cost  of  $210,000  of  which  $10,000 
would  be  for  structural  maintenance  and  $200,000  would  be  for  main¬ 
tenance  dredging  to  be  paid  in  equal  apportionment  form  funds 
allotted  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 
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Estimated  cost  ( Oceanside  Harbor ■  only,  if  constructed  as  a  Federal 
project,  1962-63  price  level). — 

Federal _  $661,  000 

Non-Federal _  759,  000 


Total _  1,420,000 

Project  economics  ( Oceanside  Harbor,  if  constructed  as  a  Federal 
project) . — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$25. 900 
110,000 

$29,  700 

0 

$55,  000 
1  110,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total--  _  ..  . .  -.  -.  _  ...  .  ._ 

135, 900 

29, 700 

165,600 
257,  800 

Annual  benefits:  Recreational  boating  and  fishing  . 

1  Excludes  $100,000  for  entrance  channel  to  Del  Mar  Basin. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  adequate 
service  frontage  and  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities, 
necessary  mooring  facilities,  and  utilities,  access  roads,  parking  areas, 
and  related  public-use  shore  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
operate  a  general  anchorage  area  and/or  mooring  facilities  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  secure  and  bold  in  the  public  interest  all  lands  border¬ 
ing  the  development  to  a  width  for  proper  functioning  of  the  harbor; 
and  be  responsible  for  any  maintenance  required  as  a  result  of  flooding 
from  the  San  Luis  Rey  River  over  the  flood  control  wall  into  the  south 
harbor  channel.  Local  interests  have  expressed  willingness  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Navy:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  locally  constructed  harbor 
at  Oceanside  is  adequate  in  size  for  the  immediate  needs  of  the  local 
fleet  of  recreational  craft;  that  the  harbor  has  suitable  depths  for  use 
by  the  LhS.  Coast  Guard  vessels;  that  it  will  serve  as  a  harbor  of 
refuge;  and  that  the  improvements  conform  to  high  engineering  stand¬ 
ards  of  design  and  construction  and  are  economically  justified.  The 
committee  also  notes  that  combining  maintenance  of  the  channels 
for  the  Navy’s  Del  Mar  boat  basin  with  the  channels  for  the  Ocean- 
side  Harbor  would  reduce  overall  maintenance  costs.  The  committee 
considers  that  Federal  maintenance  of  the  channels  to  the  Del  Mar 
boat  basin  and  the  general  navigation  features  of  Oceanside  Harbor 
as  a  combined  project  is  appropriate  and  warranted. 
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PERDIDO  PASS  CHANNEL,  ALA. 

(S.  Doc.  94,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Perdido  Bay,  a  landlocked  body  of  water,  lies  on  the 
gulf  coast  about  midway  between  Mobile  Bay,  Ala.,  and  Pensacola 
Bay,  Fla. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  26,  1960. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Navigation  problem. — Due  to  shallow  depth,  navigation  through  the 
pass  is  limited  to  drafts  of  4  feet  or  less.  Craft  requiring  greater 
depths  use  route  through  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  Pensacola 
Pass  about  13  miles  easterly.  Channel  hazardous  for  all  types  and 
sizes  except  during  calm  weather. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Perdido  Bay, 
Ala.,  to  provide  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide,  stabilized 
by  twin  rubblemound  jetties,  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  into  Perdido 
Pass,  thence  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  into  Perdido  Bay  with  a 
spur  channel  of  the  same  dimensions  leading  into  Terry  Cove. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  (1963). — 

Federal _  $625,  000 

Non-Federal _  481,  000 


Total _  1,106,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization..  __  ...  ....  _  _ 

$26, 000 
65.  000 
3, 000 

$20, 000 

0 

0 

$46,  000 
65,000 
3,000 

Maintenance  -  _  _  _  _ 

Maintenance  aids  to  navigation...  _  .  _  .  _ 

Total. .  .  .  ...  __  _  __  ...  __  .... 

94. 000 

20,  000 

114.000 

Annual  benefits: 

Shore  protection.  ......  .  _  . 

10,  000 
113,  000 
31,000 

Recreational  boating _  . 

Commercial  fishing!  .  ..... 

Total .  .  ... 

154, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  43  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $471,000,  to 
be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  construction,  or  in  installments 
prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportion¬ 
ment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined; 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and 
subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads, 
and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works  and  maintenance  thereof,  including  erosion  that  might  result 
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to  adjacent  shorelines  and  damages  to  shoreline  bulkheads,  wharves, 
piers,  and  bridges;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities  including  an  adequate 
public  landing  or  wharf  with  provision  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel, 
lubricants,  and  potable  water,  available  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and 
maintain  adequate  terminal  facilities,  including  berths  and  access 
channels,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alabama:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  navigation  channel  in 
Perdido  Pass  is  unsafe  and  inadequate  to  accommodate  the  recrea¬ 
tional  and  commercial  fishing  craft  based  in  the  area.  The  proposed 
improvement  would  insure  unrestricted  navigation  through  the  pass 
and  provide  for  a  safe  dependable  harbor  of  refuge.  The  improve¬ 
ment  is  needed  and  well  justified  by  the  anticipated  benefits  which  are 
sufficiently  local  in  nature  to  warrant  the  large  cash  contribution  by 
local  interests. 

PONCE  DE  LEON  INLET,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  74,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet  is  located  on  the  northeastern  coast 
of  Florida  about  midway  between  St.  Augustine  and  Canaveral 
Harbors. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives  on  July  16,  1958. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  project  authorized.  Dredged  twice 
for  U.S.  Navy  about  1943 — once  to  14  feet  (860,000  cubic  yards) 
and  then  to  16  feet  depth  (317,000  cubic  yards).  Both  times  serious 
shoaling  occurred  within  about  1  year. 

Navigation  problem. — Rapid  shoaling  and  shifting  of  the  channel 
has  resulted  in  loss  of  life  and  boat  damage.  A  safe  and  stable 
channel  is  needed. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— -Improvement  of  Ponce  de 
Leon  Inlet,  Fla.,  for  small  craft  navigation  and  beach  improvement  by 
provision  of  navigation  channels  across  the  ocean  bar  and  through 
the  inlet  with  depths  and  widths  of  15  by  20  feet,  12  by  200  feet, 
and  12  by  100  feet,  and  thence  southward  12  by  100  feet  in  Indian 
River  North  and  northward  7  by  100  feet  in  Halifax  River,  both  legs 
joining  the  Intracoastal  Waterway;  ocean  jetties  about  4,200  feet 
long  and  about  2,700  feet  long  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the 
inlet,  respectively;  and  sand  bypassing  facilities  consisting  of  a 
notch  or  weir  in  the  north  jetty,  an  impoundment  basin  for  littoral 
drift  adjacent  to  the  weir,  and  pumping  by  conventional  pipeline 
dredge  through  a  submerged  discharge  pipeline  across  the  inlet. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1963). — 

Federal _  $1,  104,  000 

Non-Federal - -  1,  435,  000 


Total 


2,  539,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$43, 700 
123, 900 
1,400 

$61, 200 
53, 600 

$104, 900 
177, 500 

1.400 

7. 400 

Maintenance  of  project _  _ 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids _ 

Economic  loss  of  land _ 

7, 400 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

169, 000 

122, 200 

291, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Commercial  fishing _ 

56, 000 
180, 000 
129, 000 

Recreational  boating _ 

Beach  improvement _ 

Total _ 

365, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  54.9  percent  of  the  contract 
price  plus  supervision  and  administration  thereof  for  all  items  of  work 
to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  an  amount  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,345,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of 
construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items, 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  the  final  allocation  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs 
have  been  determined;  contribute  in  cash  $1,379,000  toward  the  cost  of 
future  maintenance  and  operation  to  be  performed  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  that  amount  to  be  placed  by  local  interests  in  escrow  when 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  start  of  construction  and 
to  be  contributed  upon  completion  of  Corps  of  Engineers  construc¬ 
tion;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way  and  alterations  to  existing  improvements  required 
for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for 
aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  includ¬ 
ing  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required 
in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of 
spoil,  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments 
therefor,  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages,  including  shore  erosion  damages, 
due  to  the  construction  and  future  maintenance  of  the  works;  and 
provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary 
mooring  facilities  and  utilities  including  an  adequate  public  landing 
or  wharf  with  provisions  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and 
potable  water,  available  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  are 
willing  and  able  to  comply  with  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  rapid  shoaling  and  shifting 
of  the  existing  natural  inlet  results  in  loss  of  life  and  boat  damage. 
Construction  of  a  safe  and  stable  channel  would  provide  unrestricted 
navigation  for  the  recreational  and  commercial  fishing  boats  navi¬ 
gating  the  inlet.  The  sand  bypassing  feature  of  the  project  would 
result  in  substantial  beach  improvement  benefits.  The  improvement 
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is  needed  and  well  justified  by  the  anticipated  benefits  which  are 
sufficiently  local  in  nature  to  warrant  a  substantial  local  contribution. 

PORT  ORFORD,  OREG. 

(S.  Doc.  62,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Port  Orford  is  located  on  the  Oregon  coast  250  miles 
south  of  the  Columbia  River  and  390  miles  north  of  San  Francisco. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  March  7,  1960. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Port  Or¬ 
ford.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  lumber  and  fish  dock  and  a 
breakwater.  The  dock  has  been  destroyed  by  storms  and  rebuilt  four 
times. 

Navigation  problem. — Harbor  is  exposed  to  south  and  southwest 
storms  which  cause  extensive  damage  to  dock  facilities  and  small  boats 
and  hamper  vessel  loading. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  550-foot  extension  of  the 
breakwater. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  o  f  January  1963). — 

Federal _  $696,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 


Total _  702,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$28, 100 
3, 500 
2,  500 

$200 

0 

0 

$28, 300 
3,  500 
2, 500 

Maintenance  and  operation.  __  _ _  _  ... 

Navigation  aids _  _ _ _  _ _ _ 

Total _ _ 

34, 100 

200 

34, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  saving _  _ _ _ _  _  _ 

34, 600 
16, 300 
10, 500 
3,000 
900 

Damages  prevented _  __  _  _ _  _ 

Commercial  fishing _ _  __  _  _  _ _ 

Harbor  of  refuge. .  _  _  _ _ 

Recreational  boating..  . . .  . 

Total _ _  _ _ _ 

65, 300 

Benefit-cost  rati  ■> . — - 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — -Contribute  in  cash  0.9  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction,  presently  estimated  at  $6,000,  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
construction;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain 
public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities,  including  suitable  depths  in 
berthing  areas,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have 
expressed  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  harbor  is  an  open  roadstead  protected  from  the 
north  and  west  but  exposed  to  storms  from  the  southwest.  Adequate 
depths  are  available  to  accommodate  the  existing  and  projected  lumber 
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vessel  traffic.  The  committee  notes  that  local  interests  have  expended 
considerable  effort  and  funds  in  attempts  to  provide  a  protected  harbor. 
The  project  will  protect  the  harbor  developments  and  permit  shipping 
of  lumber  on  a  dependable  schedule  during  winter  months.  The  proj¬ 
ect  will  also  eliminate  the  need  for  removing  fishing  vessels  from  the 
water  during  storms  and  will  provide  a  harbor  of  refuge. 

PROVIDENCE  RIVER  AND  HARBOR,  R.I. 

(S.  Doc.  93,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Providence  River  is  a  tidal  estuary  extending  northward 
from  Narragansett  Bay  about  8  miles  to  the  vicinity  of  Providence, 
R.I.  The  upper  2.5-mile  section  comprises  the  main  harbor  of 
Providence. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  January  6,  1950. 

Existing  project. — Existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  channel 
35  feet  deep  from  North  Point  in  Narragansett  Bay  to  Fox  Point  in 
Providence  Harbor,  generally  600  feet  wide  for  8.1  miles,  thence 
ranging  up  to  1,700  feet  in  width  over  the  remaining  2.6  miles.  A  fed¬ 
erally  maintained  channel,  16  feet  deep  and  50  to  230  feet  wide  in 
Seekonk  River,  extends  from  Red  Bridge  to  Pawtucket,  a  distance 
of  3.4  miles.  A  Federal  project,  under  construction  in  1962,  provides 
for  a  hurricane  barrier  across  the  estuary  at  Fox  Point  with  a  gated 
opening  restricted  to  small-craft  navigation. 

Navigation  problem. — -Many  of  the  larger  vessels  serving  the  harbor 
are  subject  to  tidal  delays  or  are  restricted  to  partial  loading,  and  the 
present  channel  is  inadequate  for  entry  by  large  tankers. 

Recommended  plan  o  f  improvement. — A  channel  40  feet  deep,  generally 
600  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Narragansett  Bay  just  south  of 
Prudence  Island  Light  to  the  turn  below  Field  Point  at  Providence 
and  thence  up  to  1,700  feet  wide  to  the  existing  project  limit  at  Fox 
Point,  with  easing  of  bends  to  a  minimum  radius  of  5,000  feet  and 
excluding  the  marginal  strip  75  feet  wide  channelward  of  the  estab¬ 
lished  harbor  lines;  and  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide, 
extending  northeastward  from  the  upper  end  of  the  existing  project 
to  the  vicinity  of  India  Point  at  the  mouth  of  the  Seekonk  River. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  oj  December  1962). — 

Federal _  $13,  900,  000 

Noil-Federal _  _ 

Total _  1  13,  900,  000 

1  Includes  $200,000  for  the  India  Point  Channel. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ $450,  300 

Maintenance  and  operation  dredging _  24,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation,  navigation  aids _  2,  900 


Total _ _  477,200 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _  989,  900 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  Linked  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  proj- 
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ect;  and  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  depths  in  berthing 
areas  commensurate  with  those  in  related  project  areas.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However, 
the  Bureau  states  that  all  projected  benefits  of  the  proposed  Federal 
investment  for  India  Point  Channel  would  accrue  to  a  single  bene¬ 
ficiary,  with  no  assurance  that  either  the  lands  or  the  channel  will  be 
used  by  any  shipper  other  than  Tidewater  within  a  reasonable  period 
of  time.  The  Bureau  believes  that  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
consistent  with  special,  rather  than  general,  benefits  should  be  applied. 
It  recommends  that  if  the  India  Point  Channel  is  authorized  by  the 
Congress  conditions  of  authorization  require  that  prior  to  expenditure 
of  Federal  construction  funds,  local  interests  agree  to  pay  50  percent 
of  construction  costs  of  the  India  Point  Channel  and  that  if  such 
cost  sharing  is  not  provided,  construction  of  the  channel  not  commence 
until  such  time  as  there  are  additional  users  or  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  determines  that  there  will  be  additional  users  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time. 

Remarks. — Many  of  the  large  vessels  serving  this  area  are  subject 
to  tidal  delays  or  are  restricted  to  partial  loading.  The  committee 
considers  the  entire  project  to  be  a  benefit  to  general  navigation  and 
worthy  of  construction  at  Federal  expense. 

ROCKY  RIVER  HARBOR,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  352,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Rocky  River  Harbor  is  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Erie, 
in  Cuyahoga  County,  Ohio,  about  6.5  miles  west  of  Cleveland  Harbor 
and  21.5  miles  east  of  Lorain. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  adopted 
June  3,  1959,  and  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Rocky  River 
Harbor  consists  of  an  east  entrance  pier  900  feet  in  length  and  an 
entrance  channel  100  feet  wide  and  10  feet  deep,  extending  from  that 
depth  in  Lake  Erie  to  a  point  600  feet  inside  the  inner  end  of  the 
entrance  pier. 

Navigation  problem. — The  natural  channel  in  Rocky  River  is 
winding,  irregular  in  width,  and  poorly  defined.  For  lack  of  any 
other  area  of  deep  water  within  the  harbor,  large  transient  craft  must 
anchor  in  or  near  the  natural  channel. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — An  anchorage  basin  of  about 
2  acres,  10  feet  deep;  realinement  and  upriver  extension  of  the  existing 
Federal  channel  for  a  distance  of  about  100  feet,  10  feet  deep;  thence 
a  channel,  100  feet  wide  and  about  1,700  feet  long  to  a  point  near  the 
railroad  bridge,  8  feet  deep;  and  thence  a  channel  60  feet  wide  and 
about  1,850  feet  long  to  the  public  boat-launching  facilities  with 
suitable  widening  in  the  vicinity  of  the  public  dock  and  at  the  up¬ 
stream  end  adjacent  to  the  public  boat-launching  facilities,  6  feet 
deep  in  soft  material  and  7  feet  deep  in  hard  material. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1963). — 

Federal _ $235,  000 

Non-Federal _  225,  000 

Total _ 460,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Total _ _ _  460,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Noil-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _  _ _ _ _ 

$9, 400 
10, 000 

$9, 100 

$18,  500 
10,  000 

Total _ _ 

19, 400 

9,100 

28, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

86, 800 
1,000 

Flood  damages  prevented _  _ _ 

Total  _ _ 

87, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.1. 

Local  cooperation.- — Contribute  in  cash  49  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction  due  to  recreational  boating  benefits,  such  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $225,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  perti¬ 
nent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be 
made  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project;  establish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted 
public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  financially  and  to  provide  and 
operate  essential  local  facilities  including  regulation  of  the  use, 
growth,  and  free  development  of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the  under¬ 
standing  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide 
and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths  commensurate 
with  the  depths  of  the  Federal  channel  improvements  in  service  chan¬ 
nels  to  principal  docks  and  in  berthing  areas;  and  continue  to  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  the  existing  public  dock  and  launch¬ 
ing  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  are  willing 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  natural  channel  in  Rocky  River  is  winding,  irregular 
in  width,  and  poorly  defined.  The  proposed  project  would  increase 
vessel  safety  and  maneuverability  and  permit  greater  use  by  the 
existing  fleet.  It  is  needed  and  well  justified  by  the  anticipated 
benefits.  The  required  cash  contribution  by  local  interests  is  in 
accordance  with  existing  policy. 
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SAGINAW  RIVER,  MICH. 

Location. — On  west  shore  of  Lake  Huron,  head  of  Saginaw  Bay,  at 
Bay  City,  Mich. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  April  14,  1964. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  an 
entrance  channel  27  feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in 
Saginaw  Bay  to  the  river  mouth,  thence  a  channel  26  feet  deep  and 
200  feet  wide  for  about  0.4  mile,  thence  25  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide 
to  the  Detroit  &  Mackinac  Railway  bridge  in  Bay  City,  thence  21 
feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  to  a  point  2,800  feet  upstream  from  the 
Sixth  Street  bridge  in  Saginaw,  thence  16%  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide  to  the  upstream  limit  of  the  project  at  Green  Point,  a  total 
distance  of  about  29  miles :  and  five  turning  basins  varying  in  depths 
from  25  to  15  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  depth  of  22  feet  is  inade¬ 
quate  to  permit  safe  navigation  by  Navy  ships  now  under  construction 
at  the  Defoe  Shipbuilding  Co.  located  immediately  downstream  from 
the  New  York  Central  Railroad  bridge.  The  deeper  channel  would 
also  permit  the  use  of  larger  vessels  delivering  limestone  to  a  terminal 
in  the  reach  under  consideration. 

Becommended  plan  oj  improvement. — That  the  existing  project  for 
Saginaw  River,  Mich.,  be  modified  to  provide  for  deepening  to  25 
feet  the  reach  of  the  channel  in  Bay  City,  Mich.,  extending  from  the 
upper  end  of  the  existing  25-foot  project,  immediately  below  the 
Detroit  &  Mackinac  Railway  bridge,  upstream  to  the  downstream 
side  of  the  New  York  Central  Railroad  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  Alar ch  1965). — 

Federal _  $437,  000 

Non-Federal _  70,  000 


Total _ 

Project  economics. — 


507,  900 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges:  Interest  and  amortization _ 

$17,  500 

$2, 800 
35, 800 

$20, 300 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio .• — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  the  project  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent 
disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  em¬ 
bankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  improvement;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  depths  in  dockside  areas  and  approaches  thereto  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  related  project  areas;  and  ac¬ 
complish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations  to  utility 
crossings  and  additional  bridge  pier  protection  as  required  because  of 
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the  improvement.  Local  interests  are  willing  and  able  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ment  is  fully  justified  and  will  meet  an  emergency  situation  created  in 
part  by  the  low  levels  of  the  Great  Lakes. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  TO  STOCKTON  NAVIGATION  CHANNELS,  CALIFORNIA 

(H.  Doc.  208,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  deepwater  navigation  system  under  consideration 
extends  for  approximately  100  miles  between  an  offshore  bar  in  the 
Pacific  Ocean  near  San  Francisco  and  the  inland  port  of  Stockton, 
Calif. 

Authority. — Six  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  dated 
March  30,  1955;  June  13,  1956;  June  27,  1957  (two  resolutions); 
August  15,  1961;  and  May  10,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  portions  of  existing  projects  for  which  modi¬ 
fications  are  proposed  consist  of  (1)  San  Francisco  Harbor  (bar  channel, 
50  feet  deep,  2,000  feet  wide) ;  (2)  Richmond  Harbor  (approach  channel 
and  maneuvering  area,  35  feet  deep) ;  (3)  San  Pablo  Bay  (channel  35 
feet  deep,  600  feet  wide) ;  (4)  Suisun  Bay  (channel  35  and  30  feet  deep, 
300  feet  wide);  and  (5)  the  San  Joaquin  River  project  (channels  30 
feet  deep  and  400  and  225  feet  wide.) 

Navigation  problem. — Primary  difficulties  result  from  inadequate 
depths.  Vessels  are  required  to  light-load,  lighter,  and/or  await 
high  tides.  A  serious  collision  hazard  exists  in  the  narrow  Suisun  Bay 
Channel  downstream  of  the  naval  ammunition  depot  at  Port  Chicago 
where  the  channel  is  traversed  by  both  ammunition  ships  and  super¬ 
tankers.  The  route  of  the  San  Joaquin  River  project  for  a  distance 
of  about  15  miles  is  difficult  to  navigate  particularly  during  periods  of 
winter  fog. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
would  provide  for  modification  of  the  five  projects  to  provide  depths 
of  55  feet  for  the  San  Francisco  Bar  Channel,  45  feet  for  the  main 
internal  bay  channels  upstream  to  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburg,  and  35  feet 
from  Pittsburg  to  Stockton.  It  would  provide  for  the  enlargement 
and  deepening  to  45  feet  of  maneuvering  areas  adjacent  to  major 
petroleum  refinery  terminals  along  the  channel  route,  widening  the 
Suisun  Bay  Channel,  providing  access  and  turning  basin  facilities  for 
a  potential  harbor  in  the  vicinity  of  Antioch,  constructing  a  cutoff 
route  to  Stockton  through  False  River  and  across  certain  delta  tracts, 
and  constructing  a  new  channel  in  upper  San  Francisco  Bay  leading 
through  the  west  navigation  opening  in  the  Richmond-San  Rafael 
Bridge. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963). — 

Federal _ 1  $46,  853,  000 

Non-Federal _  13,  692,  000 

Total _  60,  545,  000 

1  Net  cost  to  Federal  Government  after  reimbursement  for  recreation  is  $46,202,000. 
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Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$1, 910,  000 
1,413, 000 

$596,  000 
252, 000 

$2, 506, 000 
1,665, 000 

Total.  _  _  _  _ _ _ 

3, 323, 000 

848,  000 

4, 171, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

General  navigation.  _ _  _  _  __  _ _ 

9, 557, 000 
480, 000 
169, 000 

General  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _  _ 

Land  enhancement _ _ _  _ _ 

Total _ _  __  _  _ _ _ _ 

10, 206, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way;  provide  all  necessary  spoil  retention  dikes;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  accomplish  all  utility 
modifications  and  relocations;  provide  and  maintain  necessary  berth¬ 
ing  areas  at  all  terminals  and  wharves  to  be  served  by  the  deepened 
channels;  construct  a  refinery  and  appurtenant  wharves  in  the  vicinity 
of  Pittsburg;  construct  a  deepwater  port  at  Antioch;  provide,  maintain, 
and  operate  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to 
all  on  equal  terms;  in  recognition  of  local  land  enhancement  benefits 
which  would  result  from  land  fill  created  by  dredging  spoil,  contribute 
to  the  United  States  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $392,000;  contribute 
one-half  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  recreation,  a  sum  presently 
estimated  at  $651,000;  maintain  and  operate  public  recreation  areas; 
continue  to  maintain  all  existing  flood  control  levees,  including  the 
works  for  wave-wash  protection,  and  assume  the  maintenance  of  new 
or  reconstructed  flood  control  levees. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  recommends,  in  part,  the  enlarge¬ 
ment  and  deepening  to  45  feet  of  a  maneuvering  area  adjacent  to  a 
refinery  owned  by  the  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  California.  The  Bureau 
notes  that  the  only  vessels  requiring  45-foot  depth  in  the  maneuvering 
area  are  those  utilizing  Standard  Oil’s  terminal  facilities  and  believes 
that  a  question  exists  as  to  whether  this  segment  of  the  project 
benefits  more  than  a  single  user.  If  the  project  is  authorized,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  expect  that  further  consideration  would 
be  given  to  this  matter  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction.  If  this  segment  of  the  project  is  authorized  for  con¬ 
struction,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  that  prior  to  ex¬ 
penditure  of  Federal  construction  funds,  local  interests  agree  to  pay 
50  percent  of  construction  costs  of  the  Standard  Oil  maneuvering 
area  and  that  if  such  cost  sharing  is  not  provided,  construction  of  the 
maneuvering  area  shall  not  commence  until  such  time  as  there  are 
additional  users  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  determines  that  there 
will  be  additional  users  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  Subject 
to  consideration  of  these  comments,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 
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Recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — After  consideration 
of  the  report  in  the  light  of  the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
regarding  the  maneuvering  area  adjacent  to  the  refinery  owned  by 
Standard  Oil,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  the  maneuvering 
area  be  authorized  on  condition  that  construction  of  this  segment  of 
the  project  not  be  initiated  until  compliance  with  a  finding  on  the 
single  beneficiary  question  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  which  finding 
may  include  a  requirement  that  local  interests  contribute  up  to  50 
percent  of  the  cost  of  the  required  dredging. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  project  is  well  justified  by 
benefits  estimated  on  the  assumption  that  future  tonnage  movements 
would  be  about  the  same  with  no  benefit  estimated  for  possible  increase 
in  commodity  tonnage  movements  due  to  the  improved  channels. 
The  existing  channels  are  inadequate  for  movement;  a  serious  collision 
hazard  exists  in  the  narrow  Suisun  Bay  Channel  downstream  of  Port 
Chicago,  the  U.S.  naval  ammunition  depot,  where  the  channels  are 
traversed  by  both  ammunition  ships  and  supertankers. 

For  additional  remarks  concerning  this  project,  see  “Committee 
Recommendations.” 

PORT  SAN  LUIS,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  148,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Port  San  Luis  is  located  on  the  coast  of  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  about  1 90  miles  northwest  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public 
Works,  adopted  April  28,  1958,  and  July  16,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1913, 
provides  for  a  breakwater  2,400  feet  long. 

Navigation  problem. — Exposure  to  storms  renders  harbor  unsafe  for 
both  deep-  and  shallow-draft  vessels.  Breakwater  protection  and 
removal  of  rock  shoals  needed  for  development  of  adequate  moorage 
facilities  for  commercial  and  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  rehabilitation  and 
a  1,500-foot  extension  of  existing  breakwater;  construction  of  a  de¬ 
tached  breakwater  4,000  feet  long;  dredging  an  entrance  channel  500 
feet  to  550  feet  wide  and  30  feet  deep;  a  basin  400  feet  wide,  1,300  feet 
long  and  35  feet  deep;  a  basin  400  by  400  feet  and  15  feet  deep;  and 
an  access  channel  400  feet  wide,  4,000  feet  long  and  15  to  20  feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal _ $6,  360,  000 

Non-Federal _  1»  550,  000 

Total _ _ _ _ 7,910,000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$233, 000 
67,000 
1,000 

$72, 000 

0 

0 

$305, 000 
67, 000 
1,000 

301, 000 

72, 000 

373, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

751, 000 
46, 500 
20,000 
665, 200 

1, 482, 700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
the  detached  breakwater,  such  contribution,  presently  estimated  at  | 
$1,550,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  spoil 
disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
operate  a  general  anchorage  area  for  refuge  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
provide  and  maintain  adequate  public  terminal  facilities  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  com¬ 
mensurate  with  project  depths;  make  necessary  utility  changes  includ¬ 
ing  removal  of  existing  Port  San  Luis  wharf;  provide  suitable  marine 
repair  facilities;  provide  necessary  access  road  for  construction  of 
project.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Bemarks. — Exposure  to  storms  renders  the  harbor  unsafe  for  both 
deep-  and  shallow-draft,  vessels.  Breakwater  protection  and  removal 
of  rock  shoals  are  needed  to  permit  development  of  adequate  moorage 
facilities  for  commercial  and  recreational  craft.  The  committee  notes 
the  very  high  benefit-cost  ratio  and  considers  the  project  meritorious  I 
for  Federal  undertaking. 

SAVANNAH  HARBOR,  GA. 

(H.  Doc.  226,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbor  comprises  the  lower  21.3  miles  of  the  Savan¬ 
nah  River,  which  forms  the  boundary  between  Georgia  and  South 
Carolina. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  September  1,  1959. 

Existing  pr eject. — Provides  essentially  for  deep-water  navigation 
channels  ranging  from  36-foot  depth  and  500-foot  width  at  the  ocean 
entrance  to  30-foot  depth  and  200-foot  width  upstream,  turning 
basins  and  anchorage  basins  of  corresponding  depths,  channel  en¬ 
largements  as  needed  for  maintenance,  and  training  walls  and  jetties. 

Navigation  prollem. — Existing  channel  depths  restrict  passage  of 
deeper  draft  vessels  to  high  tides  and  do  not  permit  full  loading  of 
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the  larger  tankers  and  cargo  vessels;  present  channel  widths  and 
limited  turning  areas  restrict  safe  and  expeditious  maneuvering  of 
vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  40  feet  deep  and  600 
feet  wide  across  the  ocean  bar  and  the  entrance  to  Savannah  Harbor, 
thence  38  feet  deep  and  500  to  400  feet  wide  to  the  vicinity  of  the 
Garden  City  terminal,  thence  36  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to  the 
vicinity  of  the  Savannah  Sugar  Refining  Corp.  terminal;  with  a 
turning  basin  at  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line  terminal  and  enlargement 
of  the  existing  basin  near  the  American  Oil  Co.  terminal,  both  34 
feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level,  1961). — 

Federal _  $7,  112,  000 

Non-Federal _  208,  600 


Total _ _ _  7,  320,  600 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _  _ 

$271, 000 
130, 000 

$8, 000 
36, 000 

$279, 000 
166,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

401, 000 

44, 000 

445, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

534, 500 
25, 800 

Savings  in  stevedore  and  demurrage  expenses.  _  _ 

560, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio . — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  im¬ 
provements;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms  in  accordance 
with  plans  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and  provide  and 
maintain  at  local  expense  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with 
those  in  related  project  areas.  Responsible  local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  cooperate  in  the  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable,  but  urges  that  local 
interests  acquire  lands  to  replace  lands  to  be  used  for  spoil  dis¬ 
posal  in  the  Savannah  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  This  matter 
will  be  coordinated  with  Interior  during  preconstruction  planning 
stage. 

State  of  Georgia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — As  a  result  of  inadequate  channel  depths  in  Savannah 
Harbor,  many  of  the  larger  vessels  serving  the  area  are  subject  to  tidal 
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delays  or  are  restricted  to  partial  loading.  The  committee  notes  the 
need  for  this  improvement  and  that  the  benefits  are  ample  to  justify 
the  project. 

WEYMOUTH-FORE  AND  TOWN  RIVERS,  BOSTON  HARBOR,  MASS. 

(H.  Doc.  247,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Weymouth-Fore  River  is  a  coastal  stream  emptying  into 
Hingham  Bay  on  the  south  side  of  Boston  Harbor,  Mass.  Town 
River,  a  small  tributary,  joins  Weymouth-Fore  River  about  2  miles 
above  its  mouth. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  April  9,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  for  Weymouth- 
Fore  River  consists  of  a  channel  32  feet  deep  in  rock,  30  feet  deep  in 
other  materials,  and  500  feet  wide  from  deep  water,  along  the  southerly 
half  of  the  Boston  Harbor  Narrows  channel  in  Nantasket  Roads, 
through  Nantasket  (Hull)  Gut,  thence  with  the  same  depth  and 
generally  300  feet  wide  across  Hingham  Bay  and  into  Wevmouth- 
Fore  River  to  the  Fore  River  Bridge,  and  continuing  above  the 
bridge  to  form  a  maneuvering  basin  470  to  650  feet  wide,  and  a  channel 
generally  300  feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep  between  Nut  and  Peddocks 
Islands;  and  for  Town  River  consists  of  a  channel  27  feet  deep,  and 
generally  250  feet  wide,  extending  from  its  junction  with  Weymouth- 
Fore  River  to  a  point  1.3  miles  upstream,  with  a  turning  basin  450 
feet  wide  and  1,000  feet  long  at  the  inner  end  of  the  channel,  and  a 
channel  15  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  extending  from  the  upstream 
limit  of  the  27-foot  channel  to  a  line  just  below  the  Quincy  Electric 
Light  &  Power  Co.  substation. 

Navigation  problem. — Project  channel  dimensions  are  inadequate  for 
existing  deep-draft  traffic  and  preclude  use  of  the  larger  vessels  which 
are  being  introduced  into  coastwide  movement  of  commerce. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  35  feet 
deep,  37  feet  in  rock,  and  500  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Nantasket 
Roads,  and  along  the  southerly  half  of  the  Boston  Harbor  “Narrows” 
Channel,  through  Nantasket  Gut,  then  35  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide 
to  the  mouth  of  Weymouth-Fore  River,  then  35  feet  deep,  generally 
within  the  limits  of  the  existing  project,  to  the  Weymouth-Fore  River 
Bridge,  and  then  35  feet  deep  and  generally  400  feet  wide  to  the  upper 
limit  of  the  existing  project;  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide, 
increased  from  400  to  550  feet  at  the  bends,  from  the  mouth  of  Town 
River  to  the  existing  turning  basin  in  Town  River;  a  35-foot-deep 
turning  and  maneuvering  basin  at  the  confluence  of  the  two  rivers  in 
King  Cove;  enlarging  and  deepening  to  35  feet  the  existing  turning 
basin  in  Town  River;  and  6  acres  of  8-foot  anchorage  to  compensate 
for  that  part  of  an  existing  local  small-boat  anchorage  that  would  be 
usurped  by  widening  of  the  35-foot  commercial  channel.  It  also  is 
recommended  that  the  existing  projects  for  Weymouth-Fore  and 
Town  Rivers,  Mass.,  be  combined  into  a  single  project. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  August  1962). — - 

Federal _ $12,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  540,  000 


Total 


14,  040,  000 
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Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$382, 200 
35, 400 

$47, 000 

$429, 200 
35.  400 

Total _  _ _ _ 

417,  600 

47, 000 

464, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

1, 493, 900 
98, 100 

Reduction  in  tugboat  hire _ _  _  _ 

1, 592, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3 .4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  subsequent  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project;  make  such  alterations  to  sewer  lines  or  other 
obstructive  features  as  are  necessary;  and  provide  and  maintain, 
without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths  commensurate  with  channel 
depth  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals, 
and  maintain  the  enlargement  of  the  small-boat  anchorage.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local  coop¬ 
eration. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  improvement  is  amply  justified  and  is 
necessary  to  permit  the  use  of  the  larger  vessels  which  are  being  used 
in  coastal  movement  of  commerce. 

TRED  AVON  RIVER,  MD. 

(H.  Doc.  225,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Tred  Avon  River  is  one  of  numerous  tidal  estuaries 
branching  indirectly  from  Chesapeake  Bay.  It  extends  northeast 
about  10  miles  from  its  confluence  with  the  Choptank  River,  about 
10  miles  above  the  mouth  of  that  stream,  to  Easton  Point,  about  1 
miles  below  Easton,  Md. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  House  of  Representatives,  on  June  27,  1956,  and  June  23, 
1964. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a 
channel  8  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide,  with  widening  at  the  entrance 
and  at  bends,  from  Peach  Blossom  Creek  to  Easton  Point,  with  a 
turning  basin  of  varying  width  at  the  mouth  of  the  South  Fork.  The 
project  also  provides  for  a  channel  of  the  same  depth  and  width  and 
2,100  feet  long  in  the  North  Fork  with  a  turning  basin  at  the  upper 
end. 

Navigation  problem. — Insufficient  depths  cause  groundings  and 
damages  to  the  vessels.  In  addition,  a  considerable  amount  of  time 
is  lost  waiting  for  favorable  tidal  conditions. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  12  feet 
deep  and  150  feet  wide  in  Tred  Avon  River  from  that  depth  in  the 
river  near  Peach  Blossom  Creek  upstream  to  Easton  Point,  thence  up 
North  Fork  about  1,400  feet  at  the  same  depth  and  width;  and  a 
turning  basin  in  South  Fork  on  the  east  side  of  the  main  channel  at 
Easton  Point  250  feet  wide,  600  feet  long,  and  12  feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1965). — 

Federal _ $323,  000 

Non-Federal _  5,  000 

Total _ _ _ _ _  328,000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$12, 960 
6, 000 

$200 

250 

$13, 160 
6, 250 

Maintenance _ _ 

Total _ 

18, 960 

450 

19,  410 

Annual  benefits: 

29, 100 
17, 000 
13, 600 

Reduction  in  vessel  damage _ 

Total.  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

59, 700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.1. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  sub¬ 
sequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the 
request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest 
for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retain¬ 
ing  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  of  the  cost  of  such 
retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project,  in¬ 
cluding  damages  to  oysterbeds;  continue  to  maintain  at  local  expense 
adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  establish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  to 
regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  the  harbor  facilities 
with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  and  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
depths  in  the  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the 
terminals  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the  related 
project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to 
comply  with  these  terms. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maryland:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  substantial  benefit-cost  ratio 
and  considers  that  the  recommended  improvements  for  navigation 
are  urgently  needed  to  serve  this  area  of  Maryland. 
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WEST  HARBOR,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  245,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — West  Harbor,  Ohio,  is  on  the  southwestern  shore  of 
Lake  Erie  about  10  miles  northwest  of  Sandusky,  Ohio. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  2,  1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  navigation  project  at 
West  Harbor,  Ohio.  Local  interests  have  dredged  the  east  or  “natural 
channel,”  about  2,000  feet  long  and  60  to  100  feet  in  width,  to  a  depth 
of  4  feet.  The  west  or  Gem  Beach  channel,  constructed  by  local 
interests  and  protected  by  steel  sheet  pile  revetments,  is  about  1,000 
feet  long,  60  feet  wide,  and  was  originally  10  feet  deep.  Shoaling 
has  reduced  the  depth  to  less  than  5  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  navigation  facilities  are  inadequate 
for  the  large  number  of  boats  using  the  harbor.  When  sudden  storms 
occur,  many  boats  normally  based  at  West  Harbor  are  unable  to 
enter  the  harbor  safely  because  of  the  shallow  depth  and  limited 
width  available  at  the  entrance. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Two  arrowhead  breakwaters 
having  an  aggregate  length  of  approximately  2,450  feet,  extending 
northeasterly  into  Lake  Erie  on  either  side  of  the  natural  entrance; 
an  entrance  channel  between  the  breakwaters  10  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide  to  the  mouth  of  the  natural  entrance  where  the  width  is 
reduced  to  80  feet  and  the  depth  to  8  feet;  and  an  access  channel  80 
feet  wide  and  8  feet  deep  from  the  innter  entrance  to  a  Y  near  the 
center  of  the  harbor,  a  distance  of  about  4,300  feet,  where  the  channel 
divides  with  one  arm  extending  northerly  about  3,100  feet  and  one 
southerly  for  about  2,300  feet. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  July  1962). — 

Federal _  $544,  000 

Non-Federal _  544,  000 


Total _ _ _  1,088,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. _  _ 

$21, 100 
5, 000 
1,600 

$25,  700 

$46, 800 
5, 000 
1,600 

Maintenance _ _  _ _ _ 

Total..  _ _ 

27, 700 

25, 700 

53, 400 

Annual  benefits; 

Recreational  boats _ _ 

111,000 
5,  000 
5,000 
2,000 

Harbor  of  refuge..  _ _  .  ..  . 

Land  enhancement _ _ _ _ 

123, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.3 . 

Local  cooperation . — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  comprising  the 
breakwaters,  entrance  channel,  and  access  channels,  due  to  recrea¬ 
tional  boating  benefits,  presently  estimated  at  $544,000,  to  be  paid 
in  a  lump-sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final 
adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  provide  without 
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cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  the  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and 
subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads, 
and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from 
the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  establish  a 
competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  empowered  to 
cooperate  financially  and  to  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  said 
facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  an  adequate  public  landing  or 
wharf  with  provisions  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable 
water,  available  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  provide  and  maintain 
depths  commensurate  with  the  depths  of  the  Federal  channel  improve¬ 
ments  in  service  channels  to  principal  docks  and  in  berthing  areas. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— Existing  navigation  facilities  are  inadequate  for  the 
large  number  of  boats  using  the  harbor.  The  proposed  project  would 
meet  the  needs  of  both  locally  based  and  cruising  craft,  and  is  econom¬ 
ically  justified.  The  committee  notes  that  the  required  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  by  local  interests  is  in  accordance  with  existing  policy. 

CLIFF  WALK,  NEWPORT,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  22S,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Newport  is  located  on  Aquidneck  Island  near  the  mouth 
of  Narragansett  Bay  about  25  miles  south  of  Providence. 

Authority. — Section  2,  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal. 

Erosion  problem. — -Continued  erosion  and  retreat  of  the  cliffs  and 
bluffs  for  many  j^ears  has  resulted  in  destruction  and  loss  of  segments 
of  Cliff  Walk  at  a  number  of  locations. 

Recommended,  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  improvements 
for  shore  protection  at  Newport,  R.I.,  extending  from  the  west  end  of 
Newport  Beach  to  the  east  end  of  Bailey  Beach,  a  distance  of  about 
18,000  feet,  to  consist  of  intermittent  reaches  of  backfill,  dumped 
riprap,  stone  mounds,  stone  slope  revetment,  stone  breakwaters, 
concrete  toe  walls,  concrete  seawalls,  concrete  parapet  walls,  and 
grading  and  surfacing  Cliff  Walk  and  providing  drainage  therefor. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  July  1963). — - 

Federal _ _ _ _ _ _  $340,  000 

Non-Federal _  810,  000 


Total 


1,  150,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

$13, 200 

0 

$31, 500 
11,500 

$44,  700 
11,  500 

Maintenance . - . 

Total _ _ _ _  _ 

13, 200 

43,000 

56,200 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  benefits .  . . . 

60, 850 
11, 800 

Prevention  of  loss  of  land  and  walk _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

72, 650 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1 .3. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  and  submit  for  approval  suitable  ease¬ 
ments,  leases,  or  other  proof  of  the  continued  right  of  passage  along 
the  walk  of  the  general  public,  and  of  satisfactory  access,  as  may  be 
needed,  for  construction  and  repair;  and  assure  continued  public 
ownership  or  control  and  its  administration  for  public  use  during  the 
economic  life  of  the  project;  contribute  58.2  percent  of  the  estimated 
first  cost  of  construction  of  all  shore  structures  for  protection  against 
erosion  by  waves  and  currents  below  the  upper  limit  of  computed 
wave  runup  and  contribute  100  percent  of  the  estimated  first  cost  of 
restoration  and  filling  of  land,  repair,  construction,  and  drainage  of 
the  walk,  and  construction  of  those  portions  of  shore  structures  above 
the  limit  of  wave  runup,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $810,000, 
the  actual  local  contribution  of  first  cost  to  be  based  on  actual  con¬ 
struction  costs  of  the  items  of  work  involved  in  accordance  with  the 
above  percentages;  maintain,  entirely  at  their  own  expense,  those 
existing  protective  structures  which  are  suitable  for  protection  of  the 
walk  as  indicated  in  the  report  of  the  division  engineer;  assure  mainte¬ 
nance  and  repair  of  the  walk  and  protective  structures  during  the 
economic  life  of  the  project  as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended 
purpose;  provide  at  their  own  expense  all  necessary  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way,  including  temporary  access  easements  for  con¬ 
struction  ;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works.  Local  interests  have  expressed  that  they 
will  cooperate  in  the  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Restoring  and  stabilizing  the  shore  at  this  location  is 
essential  to  provide  public  use  of  this  walk.  The  committee  con¬ 
siders  that  the  improvement  is  needed  and  is  well  justified  by  the 
.anticipated  benefits. 

ATLANTIC  CITY,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  325,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Atlantic  City  is  located  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  about 
80  miles  southwest  of  Sandy  Hook  and  45  miles  northeast  of  Cape 
May. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended. 
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Existing  project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  the  following 
protective  works:  (a)  Inlet  frontage:  replacement  of  damaged  con¬ 
crete  seawall  at  the  city  park  by  a  steel  sheet-pile  wall;  construction 
in  three  stages  of  a  stone  jetty  about  4,800  feet  in  length  on  Brigantine 
Island  (north  side  of  Absecon  Inlet) ;  revetment  of  the  Maine  Avenue 
bulkhead;  construction  of  two  new  stone  groins  (Caspian  and  Melrose 
Avenues)  and  extensions  to  six  existing  groins  (Pacific,  Euclid,  north¬ 
west  of  Atlantic,  Grammercy,  Madison,  and  Adriatic  Avenues)  along 
Maine  Avenue;  restoration  of  about  3,800  feet  of  beach  by  placement 
of  about  500,000  cubic  yards  of  sandfill;  and  ( b )  ocean  frontage: 
extension  of  the  existing  jetty  at  the  south  side  of  Absecon  Inlet 
(at  Oriental  Avenue) ;  construction  of  five  new  timber  groins  (St. 
Charles  Place,  Virginia  Avenue,  near  North  Carolina  Avenue,  St. 
James  Place,  and  Illinois  Avenue)  and  extension  to  existing  stone 
groin  (Vermont  Avenue) ;  restoration  of  about  6,000  feet  of  beach  by 
placement  of  about  700,000  cubic  yards  of  sandfill. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — To  determine  the  effect  of  Public 
Law  826,  84th  Congress,  and  the  amendment  thereto  in  section  103 
of  Public  Law  874,  87th  Congress,  on  the  recommendations  made  for 
the  existing  project  as  contained  in  House  Document  No.  538,  81st 
Congress,  2d  session.  The  existing  project  was  adopted  by  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  approved  September  3,  1954,  before  the  adoption  of 
Public  Law  826. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Federal  participation  in  the 
amount  of  one-half  of  the  costs  of  periodic  nourishment  for  a  period 
of  10  years,  at  an  estimated  average  annual  cost  of  $276,000  of  which 
the  Federal  share  would  be  $138,000;  and  that  the  same  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  apply  on  a  reimbursable  basis  to  the  initial  nourishment 
operation  to  be  accomplished  by  local  interests. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  June  1962). — 


Initial 

nourishment 

Periodic 

nourishment 

Federal...  .  ...  _  .  _  .  ...  ...  .  .  ...  .  _ 

$205, 000 
205, 000 

$138, 000 
138, 000 

Non-Federal  _  _  .  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

410, 000 

276, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  .  ..... 

$100, 000 

$162, 000 
270, 000 
138, 000 

$262, 000 
270, 000 
276, 000 

Maintenance _  ..  ..  _  _ 

Periodic  nourishment _  .. 

138, 000 

Total.  _ 

238, 000 

570, 000 

808,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented...  .  _  .  . 

144,000 
8,  000 
2, 173, 000 

Decrease  in  maintenance _ _  _ _ 

Recreation _ _  _ 

Total _ 

2, 325, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Continuation  of  conditions  of  local  cooperation 
required  for  Federal  participation  in  the  existing  project,  hut  with 
Federal  assistance  in  the  costs  of  periodic  and  initial  nourishment  as 
recommended. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvement  provides  for  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  project  at  Atlantic  City  to  provide 
for  Federal  participation  in  periodic  replenishment  of  beach  fill  for  a 
period  of  10  years.  The  committee  notes  that  modification  is  in 
accordance  with  the  policy  established  by  Public  Law  826,  84th 
Congress,  and  is  amply  justified. 

CITY  OF  EVANSTON,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  159,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Western  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  immediately  north  of 
Chicago,  Ill. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  1930  (cooperative 
study  provisions). 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  shore  protection 
at  Evanston,  except  for  riprap  protection  at  Grosse  Pointe  Park  and  at 
South  Boulevard,  was  completed  by  local  interests  in  1960,  with 
Federal  participation  in  the  construction  costs.  The  improvements 
consist  of  steel  sheet-pile  groins  and  beach  replenishment  at  three 
locations,  Clark  Street  beach,  Dempster  Street  beach,  and  Lee 
Street  beach,  and  riprap  protection  downcoast  of  each  of  the  groins. 

Beach  erosion  problem. — -Beaches  at  Grosse  Pointe  Park  and  South 
Boulevard  are  being  eroded  to  the  extent  that  the  areas  suitable  for 
bathing  are  seriously  reduced.  There  is  need  for  additional  recreation¬ 
al  beaches  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Grosse  Pointe  Park:  Imper¬ 
meable  sheet-pile  groin  600  feet  long,  with  sandfill  placed  on  north 
side  extending  about  525  feet  along  the  shore,  varying  in  width  from 
300  feet  at  groin  to  75  feet  at  north  end.  Total  fill — 33,000  cubic 
yards. 

South  Boulevard:  Impermeable  steel  sheet-pile  groin  600  feet  long, 
with  sandfill  placed  on  north  side  extending  about  800  feet  along  the 
shore,  varying  in  width  from  200  feet  at  the  groin  to  50  feet  at  the 
north  end.  Total  fill — 30,000  cubic  yards. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1964). — 


Grosse  Point 
Park 

« 

South 

Boulevard 

Total 

Federal-...  _ _ _ ...  _ _ _ _ _ 

$236, 000 
100,000 

$156,  000 
156,000 

$392, 000 
256, 000 

Non-Federal— _ _ .  .  .  ....  _  ... 

Total..  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

336,  000 

312, 000 

648,000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Grosse  Point  Park: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _  . . . 

$9, 200 

$3,900 

4,700 

$13, 100 
4,700 

9, 200 

8,600 

17,800 

South  Boulevard: 

6,100 

6, 100 
9, 400 

12, 200 
9,400 

6, 100 

15, 500 

21, 600 

Grosse  Point 
Park 

South 

Boulevard 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _  _ _ 

$2, 600 
42, 600 

$4. 300 
28, 400 

Beach  area  added _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

45,200 

32,700 

Benefit -cost  ratio _  _  _ 

2.5 

1.5 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  all  costs  of  the  work  in  excess  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  Federal  contributions;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
maintain  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  maintain  during  the  eco¬ 
nomic  life  of  the  project  continued  public  ownership  and  administra¬ 
tion  for  public  use  of  the  publicly  owned  shores  upon  which  the 
recommended  Federal  participation  is  based;  maintain  at  the  Grosse 
Point  Park  beach  conditions  that  will  exclude  permanent  human 
habitation  including  summer  residences,  preserve  the  natural  pro¬ 
tective  features  of  the  beach  and  inshore  lands,  and  provide  essentially 
full  park  facilities  for  appropriate  public  use  including  a  suitable 
recreational  beach  all  of  which  shall  meet  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers;  provide  appurtenant  facilities  required  for  realization  of 
recreational  benefits;  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  and  obtain  approval  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  prior  to  commencement  of  work,  of  detailed  plans  and 
specifications,  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the  work.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with 
these  provisions. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  d  f  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — Restoring  and  stabilizing  the  beaches  at  these  locations 
are  essential  to  permit  full  use  of  the  recreational  potential  of  the  area. 
The  committee  considers  that  authorization  of  this  work  is  amply 
justified  and  warranted. 
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FORT  PIERCE,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  84,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.—' The  study  area  is  located  on  a  coastal  barrier  island 
fronting  the  Atlantic  Ocean  about  2  miles  east  of  Fort  Pierce,  Fla., 
across  Indian  River. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1930, 
as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  beach  erosion 
control. 

Problem. — The  instability  and  recession  of  the  shoreline  due  to 
deficiency  of  littoral  material  entering  area  and  loss  of  material  into 
offshore  waters.  The  recession  downcoast  of  the  Federal  navigation 
project  jetties  has  accelerated  since  their  construction  by  local  interests 
in  1930. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— Adoption  of  a  project  by  the 
United  States  providing  for  reimbursement  to  the  local  cooperating 
agency  of  that  part  of  the  first  costs  of  initial  restoration  and  periodic 
nourishment  for  a  period  of  10  years  of  the  two  contiguous  beaches 
as  follows:  One-half  of  such  costs  for  that  part  of  the  reach  of  ocean 
shoreline  starting  at  and  extending  1.2  miles  south  of  Fort  Pierce 
Inlet  which  is  in  public  ownership  at  the  time  of  reimbursement; 
and  70  percent  of  such  costs  for  the  0.1-mile  ocean  shoreline  known 
as  the  Lions  Club  Park  and  located  6,310  feet  south  of  Fort  Pierce 
Inlet. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  fall  1962). — 

Federal _  $220,000 

Non-Federal _  205,  000 


Total _ _ _  425,000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _  _ 

$8, 600 
37, 200 

$8, 800 
34, 800 

$17, 400 
72,000 

Beach  nourishment  -  -  ...  . . . . 

Total _ _ 

45, 800 

43, 600 

89,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  loss  of  land _  -  ...  _ 

53. 700 
3,400 

62. 700 

Prevention  of  damage  to  developments _ 

Recreational _  _ 

Total _ _  ...  . . .  ... 

119, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
prior  to  commencement  of  work  on  the  project,  of  the  detailed  plans 
and  specifications  for  the  project  and  of  arrangements  for  prosecuting 
the  work;  furnish  at  their  own  expense  all  other  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project;  and 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that, 
during  the  economic  life  of  the  project,  they  will:  (1)  Maintain  con¬ 
tinued  public  ownership  of  the  publicly  owned  shores  and  their  ad¬ 
ministration  for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project, 
or  assure  continued  availability  for  public  use  of  privately  owned 
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shores  involved  in  the  project  where  Federal  aid  is  based  on  such  use; 
(2)  maintain  at  the  Lions  Club  Beach  Park  conditions  that  will  ex¬ 
clude  permanent  human  habitation  including  summer  residences, 
preserve  the  natural  protective  features  of  the  beach  and  inshore 
lands,  and  provide  essentially  full  park  facilities  for  appropriate 
public  use  including  a  suitable  recreational  beach  all  of  which  shall 
meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  (3)  provide  periodic 
nourishment  for  preservation  of  the  protective  beach,  as  may  be 
required  to  serve  the  intended  purposes  subject  to  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  as  recommended  herein;  and  (4)  control  water  pollution  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  the  terms  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Restoration  and  stabilization  of  the  ocean  shoreline  in 
the  vicinity  of  Fort  Pierce  are  necessary  for  protection  of  public 
property,  and  to  preserve  the  needed  recreational  beaches  which  have 
been  reduced  by  erosion  from  storm  waves  and  insufficient  supply 
of  natural  beach  material.  The  committee  notes  the  provision  of  the 
project  including  periodic  nourishment  is  urgently  needed  and  is 
amply  justified  by  the  anticipated  benefits. 

HALEIWA  BEACH,  OAHU,  HAWAII 
(H.  Doc.  107,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Haleiwa  Beach  is  on  the  northwest  coast  of  the  island 
of  Oahu,  about  31  miles  northwest  of  Honolulu. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930  (cooperative  study  provisions.) 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control.  Haleiwa  Beach  Park  which  fronts  the  beach  is  owned  by 
the  city  and  county  of  Honolulu. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Haleiwa  Beach  has  been  deteriorat¬ 
ing  gradually. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Resotration  and  protection  of 
the  shore  of  Haleiwa  Beach  by  artificial  placement  of  beach  fill  and 
construction  of  an  offshore  breakwater  and  a  groin. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1962). — 


Federal _ $572,  400 

Non-Federal _  381,  600 

Total _  954,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $37,  900 

Maintenance  and  periodic  beach  nourishment _  10,  900 

Total _ 48,  800 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  pi-evented _  1,  000 

Recreation _  186,  100 

Total. _ _ _  187,100 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Maintain  the  protective  measures;  maintain 
continued  public  ownership  of  the  shore  and  its  administration  for 
public  use;  maintain  at  Haleiwa  Beach  Park  conditions  that  will  ex¬ 
clude  permanent  habitation  including  summer  residences;  preserve 
the  natural  protective  features  of  the  beach  and  inshore  lands;  pro¬ 
vide  essentially  full  park  facilities  for  public  use;  and  control  water 
pollution  to  safeguard  health  of  bathers.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  that  Haleiwa  Beach  Park  was 
at  one  time  one  of  the  finest  recreational  areas  on  the  Island  of  Oahu, 
but  because  of  wave  action,  it  has  deteriorated,  and  erosion  is  quite 
noticeable.  The  committee  notes  the  high  benefit-cost  ratio  and  is 
convinced  that  this  is  a  much  needed  project. 

HUNTING  ISLAND  BEACH,  S.C. 

(H.  Doc.  323,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Hunting  Island  is  located  along  the  southeastern  shore 
of  South  Carolina  in  Beaufort  County,  16  miles  east  of  the  city  of 
Beaufort,  9  miles  southwest  of  Edisto  Beach,  and  35  miles  northeast 
of  Tybee  Roads  at  the  mouth  of  the  Savannah  River. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — The  beach  at  the  study  area  is 
eroding  rapidly  and  existing  improvements  are  being  threatened  and/or 
destroyed  by  encroachment  of  the  ocean.  The  high-water  line  along 
the  beach  front  has  receded  100  to  500  feet  since  1948. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  comprises  periodic 
nourishment  of  about  18,500  feet  of  beach  on  the  northern  part  of  the 
island  with  initial  placement  of  a  3-year  advance  nourishment,  and 
construction  of  one  groin  at  the  north  end  of  the  island.  Federal 
participation  in  periodic  nourishment  would  be  limited  initially  to  a 
period  of  10  years. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1962). — 

Federal _ $319,  000 

Non-Federal _  136,  000 


Total 


455,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$12,000 
68, 000 

$6,  500 
29,  500 

$18, 5001 
97,500 

80,000 

36,000 

116, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

56,000 
12, 000 
119,000 

Total  _ _ _ 

187, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio . — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  30  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the 
project  construction,  a  sum  currently  estimated  at  $136,000,  and  agree 
that  during  the  10-year  period  following  initial  construction  they  also 
will  contribute  prior  to  the  periodic  nourishment  work  30  percent  of 
the  costs  thereof,  a  sum  estimated  at  $29,500  annually;  and  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that,  during  the 
economic  life  of  these  works,  they  will  (1)  provide,  without  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government,  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  for  construction  and  nourishment  of  the  project;  (2)  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  all  claims  for  damages  due  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  nourishment  under  the  project;  (3)  control  water  pollution  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  (4)  maintain 
for  public  use  as  a  park  and  conservation  area  meeting  the  criteria  for 
such  areas  as  expressed  in  Public  Law  87-874,  the  portion  of  the  park 
upon  which  the  Federal  participation  is  based;  and  (5)  assure  mainte¬ 
nance  and  periodic  nourishment  of  the  project  as  may  be  required 
to  serve  the  intended  purpose,  subject  to  Federal  participation  as 
recommended  herein.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and 
ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Restoration  and  stabilization  of  the  rapidly  eroding 
beaches  at  this  location  are  necessary  for  the  protection  of  public 
property  and  to  maintain  the  existing  recreation  area.  The  com¬ 
mittee  notes  that  provision  of  the  project  consisting  of  beach  fill  and 
periodic  nourishment  is  needed  and  amply  justified. 

PERTH  AMBOY,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  186,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — City  df  Perth  Amboy,  Middlesex  County,  N.J. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  beach  erosion  project. 

Beach  erosion  problem. — Consists  of  erosion  of  the  beach  in  front  of 
the  existing  seawall  which  will  permit  damage  to  property,  including 
road  and  utility  facilities  and  possible  failure  of  sections  of  old 
bulkheads. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  560-foot 
bulkhead. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1964)  • — 

Federal _ $82,  000 

Non-Federal _  82,  000 


Total _  164,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  __ 

$4,200 

$4,200 

900 

$8,400 

900 

4,200 

5, 100 

9,300 

Annual  benefits: 

10,200 

1.300 

11,500 

Benefit-cost  radio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  all  costs  of  the  work  in  excess  of  the  Federal 
contribution  of  $82,000;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army;  maintain  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project  continued 
public  ownership  and  use  of  the  present  non-Federal  publicly  owned 
shores,  and  the  private  shores  which  are  to  be  converted  to  public 
ownership,  upon  which  the  Federal  participation  is  based;  and  obtain 
approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  prior  to  commencement  of  work, 
of  detailed  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvement  will  alleviate  future 
damage  to  the  shore.  The  committee  considers  that  the  improvement 
is  justified  and  authorization  of  the  project  is  warranted. 

WAIKIKI  BEACH,  OAHU,  HAWAII 
(H.  Doc.  104,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Waikiki  Beach  is  located  in  Honolulu  on  the  south  shore 
of  the  island  of  Oahu.  The  study  area  comprises  a  shore  frontage  of 
about  2/  miles  from  Diamond  Head  to  Ala  Wai  Yacht  Harbor. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1940.  (Cooperative  study  provisions.) 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  artificial 
placement  of  sand  fill  to  widen  the  beach  berm  and  construction  of  a 
terrace  wall,  two  groins,  and  appurtenant  drainage  facilities.  The 
State  in  1957  built  groins  to  assist  in  retaining  sand  fill. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — At  one  time  a  continuous  beach 
existed  along  the  shoreline.  Usable  beach  area  now  exists  only  in 
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scattered  locations.  Seawalls  built  at  the  beginning  of  the  century 
interfered  with  natural  onshore-offshore  movement  of  sand  resulting 
in  sand  being  washed  seaward  and  to  other  areas.  Groin  construction 
and  sand  placement  have  been  used  in  attempts  to  reduce  erosion  and 
improve  the  beach  areas.  Sone  success  has  been  obtained  but  the 
existing  beaches  are  inadequate  to  meet  public  demand. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — In  lieu  of  existing  project,  pro¬ 
vide  for  restoration  and  protection  of  the  shore  of  Waikiki  Beach  by 
artificial  placement  of  beach  fill  on  the  shore  to  widen  the  beach  to 
widths  of  75  to  180  feet,  construction  of  eight  new  groins  and  appurte¬ 
nant  drainage  facilities,  and  modification  of  three  existing  groins. 
Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1968). — - 

Federal _ $2,  490,  000 

Non-Federal _ 1  1,  310,  000 

Total _  3,  800,  000 

1  Includes  $500,000  for  construction  of  Kuhio  Beach  segment  by  State. 

Project  economics.— 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $145,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  46,  000 


Total _  191,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreation _  3,  179,  000 

Reduction  in  maintenance _  62,  000 


Total _ _ _  3,241,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio.— 17.9. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  obtain  approval  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  construction  of  plans  and  specifications 
for  the  Kuhio  Beach  segment;  provide  a  contribution  estimated  at 
$1,310,000  in  funds  or  equivalent  work,  either  prior  to  initiation  of 
construction  or  in  increments  in  accordance  with  the  construction 
program  satisfactory  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject  to  final  adjust¬ 
ment  based  on  public  use  and  ownership  of  the  shore  at  time  of  con¬ 
struction  and  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  maintain  | 
public  ownership  or  continuous  availability  of  unobstructed  public  use 
of  the  shores  upon  which  the  amount  of  Federal  participation  is  based 
and  administration  of  those  shores  for  public  use,  exclusively  for 
bathing  and  water-related  recreation;  maintain  project  works  except 
for  beach  fill  on  the  Fort  DeRussy  frontage;  and  control  water  pollu¬ 
tion  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agenpies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — One  of  the  primary  attractions  of  tourism  in  Hawaii  has 
been  the  unparalleled  beauty  and  accessibility  of  its  beaches.  Wai¬ 
kiki  Beach  has  long  been  one  of  these  attractions;  however,  it  has 
suffered  from  the  natural  action  of  the  ocean  waves  and  currents  and 
only  slowly  diminishing  patches  of  beach  area  are  now  found  where 
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there  once  existed  a  ribbon  of  white  sand.  Hawaii  was  host  to  500,000 
tourists  last  year  and  it  is  anticipated  that  there  will  be  575,000 
tourists  this  year.  By  1970,  it  is  expected  that  tourists  will  number 
1  million  and  that  income  from  the  tourist  business  will  probably  be 
$500  million.  It  is  believed  that  the  extraordinarily  high  benefit-cost 
ratio,  based  on  1969  peak  attendance  estimates,  may  be  even  greater 
if  peak  estimates  for  1970  were  used.  The  committee  considers  the 
project  to  be  highly  justified  and  urgently  needed. 

SECTION  102 

This  section  is  similar  to  that  in  previous  river  and  harbor  acts. 
It  provides  for  reimbursement  of  local  interests  for  work  done  by  them 
on  beach  erosion  control  measures  authorized  in  this  bill  subsequent 
to  initiation  of  the  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  these  measures, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  103  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962.  Certain  restrictions  and  limitations  are  included 
to  safeguard  the  interests  of  the  United  States.  This  section  provides 
a  reasonable  basis  for  proceeding  with  necessary  beach  erosion  control 
measures  at  time  of  need,  so  that  costly  beach  restitution  or  irrev¬ 
ocable  loss  of  beaches  may  be  avoided.  The  provision  has  been 
considered  equitable  in  previous  legislation,  and  the  committee 
considers  that  it  also  should  apply  to  beach  erosion  control  measures 
included  in  this  bill. 

SECTION  103 — OBNOXIOUS  WEEDS 

This  section  proposes  that  a  pilot  project  for  the  study  and  control 
of  obnoxious  aquatic  plants  in  the  Southeastern  United  States  be 
extended  to  other  partis  of  the  Nation  and  continued  beyond  its 
scheduled  expiration  date.  After  careful  consideration  of  this 
proposal  the  committee  concluded  that  the  results  of  the  pilot  project 
demonstrate  the  need  for,  and  the  practicability  of,  the  nationwide 
and  continuing  program  proposed  by  the  bill.  Such  legislation  would 
enable  the  Federal  Government,  with  the  cooperation  of  the  States, 
to  act  quickly  and  effectively  in  preventing  the  spread  of  dangerous 
aquatic  growths  wherever  and  whenever  they  may  gain  a  foothold 
in  the  United  States,  and  to  bring  existing  infestations  under  control. 
It  would  also  make  it  possible  to  continue  the  research  and  experi¬ 
mental  work  essential  to  the  development  of  more  effective  and  more 
economic  methods  for  dealing  with  such  infestations. 

The  only  serious  question  arising  in  the  course  of  hearings  on  this 
legislation  was  whether  the  program  authorized  should  be  broad 
enough  to  cover  the  study  and  control  of  algae.  The  bill  before  the 
committee  specifically  named  four  marine  algae:  Ulva,  Enteromorpha, 
Polysiphonia,  and  Gracilaria.  In  reporting  on  the  bill  the  Department 
of  the  Army  pointed  out  the  close  relationship  between  these  growths 
and  pollution  problems.  After  considerable  discussion  of  the  problem 
the  committee  requested  that  representatives  of  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  the  Public  Health  Service,  and  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
reach  a  meeting  of  minds  and  report  back  to  the  committee.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  subsequently  informed  the  committee  that  general 
agreement  had  been  reached  that  it  would  be  undesirable  to  exclude 
algae  from  the  kinds  of  plants  that  could  be  dealt  with  under  the 
comprehensive  and  cooperative  program  contemplated  by  the  pro- 
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posed  legislation.  The  corps  also  pointed  out  that  specific  mention 
of  Ulva,  Enteromorpha,  Polysiphonia,  and  Gracilaria  in  the  legislation 
was  unnecessary,  since  these  and  other  algae  could  be  dealt  with,  to 
the  extent  required,  as  the  “other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant  growths,” 
covered  in  the  legislation.  This  is  in  accord  with  the  recommendation 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  its  report  on 
this  legislation. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  the  committee  has  not  made  reference  in 
this  section  to  specific  algae.  The  committee  notes,  however,  that  this 
is  not  to  be  interpreted  as  excluding  algae  problems  from  the  purview 
of  the  legislation.  But  in  deciding  to  leave  the  way  open  for  a  program 
encompassing  such  problems  the  committee  is  accepting  the  assurances 
of  the  agencies  submitting  views  on  the  legislation  that  there  will  be 
effective  coordination  and  cooperation  in  carrying  out  the  proposed 
program.  Finally,  the  committee  states  that  it  is  not  the  intent  of 
the  legislation  to  in  any  way  affect  the  legislative  authorities  under 
which  existing  Federal  programs  are  being  carried  out. 

SECTION  104 

This  section  grants  the  consent  of  Congress  for  the  purposes  of 
section  9  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899,  to  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  to 
construct  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River,  downstream  from  the 
Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury,  Pa.,  in  the  interest  of  small  boat 
navigation  and  recreation.  Plans  for  construction  of  the  dam  are 
required  to  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Enactment  of  this  legislation  will 
not  result  in  any  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 

SECTION  105 

This  section  is  similar  to  that  in  previous  river  and  harbor  acts 
providing  for  authorization  of  needed  surveys  at  specifically  named 
localities.  It  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  make  survey 
investigations  for  navigation  and  allied  purposes  at  the  following 
named  localities: 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries,  New  Hampshire,  and 
adjoining  tributaries  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  N.H.,  and  Maine,  with 
a  view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  providing  improvements  in 
the  interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 

Niagara  River,  N.Y.,  with  respect  to  nature  and  extent  of  measures 
necessary  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  scenic  beauty  of  the  American 
Falls. 

Great  Lakes  and  St.  Lawrence  Seaway:  Investigation  and  study  of 
means  of  extending  the  navigation  season  on  the  waterways  at  an 
estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $75,000.  Report  to  include  a  full  and 
complete  investigation  and  study  of  waterway  deicing  systems, 
including  a  review  of  any  previous  pertinent  reports  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army,  any  available  information  from  any  of  the  other 
departments  of  the  Government,  and  waterway  deicing  methods  in  use 
by  private  concerns  and  foreign  governments,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  practicability,  means,  and  economic  justification  for 
extending  the  navigation  season  on  the  Great  Lakes  (including  con- 
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necting  channels  and  harbors)  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  by  elimi¬ 
nating  ice  conditions  to  the  extent  possible.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
may  submit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be  deemed  advisable,  and 
shall  submit  his  final  reports,  together  with  his  recommendations  for 
such  legislation  and  administrative  actions  as  he  may  deem  advisable, 
not  later  than  2  3rears  after  funds  are  made  available  for  the  study. 


SECTION  106 


This  section  identifies  title  I  of  the  bill  as  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1965. 


Analysis  of  Title  II 


SECTION  201 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  provisions  of  local  co¬ 
operation  which  have  been  in  effect  for  some  time,  and  provides  that 
project  authorization  shall  expire  if  local  cooperation  is  not  forth¬ 
coming  within  5  years  after  appropriate  notification. 

SECTION  202 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  present  procedure  of 
submitting  reports  to  the  interested  States  and  agencies  prior  to 
submission  to  Congress. 

SECTION  203 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  flood  control, 
hurricane  protection,  and  multiple-purpose  works  in  title  II.  The 
initial  table  lists  the  projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  costs.  Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 

Flood  control 


Project 


St.  John  River  Basin:  Dickey  project  and  Lincoln  school  project, 
Maine. 

Ilousatonic  River  Basin:  Housatonic,  Naugatuck,  and  Still  Rivers, 
Conn. 

New  England-Atlantic  coastal  area:  Westerly,  R.I _ 

Long  Island  Sound  area:  Stratford,  Conn _ 

New  York-Atlantic  coast  area: 

East  Rockawav  Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay, 
N.Y. 

Staten  Island,  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  N.Y _ 

Rahway  River  Basin:  Rahway  River,  N.J _ 

Neuse  River  Basin: 

Falls  River  Dam,  Neuse  River,  N.C _ 

New  Bern  and  vicinity,  North  Carolina _ 

Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area:  Ocracoke  Island,  N.C _ 

Flint  River  Basin:  Flint  River,  Ga _ 

Central  and  southern  Florida: 

Hendry  County,  Fla _ 

Southwest  Dade  County.  Fla _ 

South  Atlantic  coastal  area:  Biscayne  Bay,  Fla _ 

Phillippi  Creek  Basin:  Phillippi  Creek,  Fla _ 

Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin: 

Lower  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries _ 

Grand  Isle  and  vicinity,  Louisiana _ 

Morgan  City  and  vicinity,  Louisiana _ 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  La._ _ 


Document  No.1 

Federal  cost 
of  new  work 

H.  236,  39th  Cong _ 

$227, 000, 000 

H.  324,  88th  Cong _ 

5, 100,  000 

H.  85,  89th  Cong _ 

3, 287, 000 

H.  292,  88th  Cong _ 

4, 340,  000 

H.  215,  89th  Cong _ 

32, 620,  000 

H.  181,  89th  Cong _ 

6, 230, 000 
1,  514, 000 

.  H.  67,  89th  Cong__  _ 

H.  175,  89th  Cong... 

18,  600,  000 

II.  183,  89th  Cong _ 

10,  400, 000 

H.  109,  89th  Cong _ 

1,  636,  000 

II.  567,  87th  Cong _ 

88, 653,  000 

.  H.  102,  88th  Cong _ 

4, 986,  000 

_  S.  20,  89th  Cong -  - 

4, 903,  000 

_  H.  213,  89th  Cong _ 

1,954,  000 

-  H.  156,  89th  Cong-- 

4,  592,  000 

H.  308,  88th  Cong _ 

181, 109, 100 

H.  319,  88th  Cong. 

.  H.  184,  89th  Cong.  -  - 

5,  500, 000 

.  H.  167,  89th  Cong . 

3, 049,  000 

-  II.  231,  89th  Cong. ..  - 

56, 922,  000 

1  H.  indicates  House  document;  S.  indicates  Senate  document. 
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Flood  control — Continued 


Project 


Document  No. 


Federal  cost 
of  new  work 


Ouachita  River  Basin:  Monroe,  La - 

Red  River  Basin: 

Bayou  Bodcau,  Ark.  and  La - 

Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir,  La _ 

Gulf  of  Mexico: 

Buffalo  Bayou  and  tributaries,  Texas _ 

Highland  Bayou,  Tex _ 1 - 

Taylors  Bayou,  Tex - - — 

Rio  Grande  Basin:  El  Paso,  Tex _ 

Arkansas  River  Basin: 

Los  Animas,  Colo _ ; - 

Great  Bend,  Kans _ - _ 

John  Redmond  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Grand  River,  Kans _ 

Walnut  River,  Kans _ _ _ 

Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt  Creek,  Okla _ 

Missouri  River  Basin; 

Big  Creek  at  Hays,  Kans _ 

Little  Nemaha  River  and  tributaries,  Nebraska _ 

Big  Sioux  River,  Iowa  and  S.  Dak _ 

Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and 
Missouri. 

Grand  River  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri _ _ 

Ohio  River  Basin: 

Chartiers  Creek,  Pa _ 

Sandy  Lick  Creek,  Du  Bois,  Pa _ 

Wabash  River  and  tributaries  interim  No.  2 . . . 

Wabash  River  and  tributaries  interim  No.  1 _ 

Devils  Jumps  Reservoir,  Big  South  Fork  of  Cumberland 
River,  Ky.  and  Term. 

Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  W.  Va _ 

Big  Sandy  River,  Ky.,  W.  Va.,  and  Va _ 

Martins  Fork,  Ky _ 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin: 

East  St.  Louis  and  vicinity,  Illinois _ 

Kaskaskia  River,  Ill _ 

Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Illinois _ 

Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers  at  Waterloo  and  Marshalltown,  Iowa... 

Zumbro  River,  Minn _ 

Big  Stone  Lake  and  Whetstone  River,  Minn,  and  S.  Dak _ 

Great  Lakes  Basin: 

Maumee  River  at  Findley,  Ohio _ .- _ 

Chagrin  River,  Ohio. _ _ 

Grand  River,  Grandville,  Mich _ 

Little  Colorado  River  Basin:  Little  Colorado  River  at  Winslow, 
Ariz. 

Gila  River  Basin: 

Indian  Bend  Wash,  Ariz _ 

Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Ariz _ 

Phoenix,  Ariz _ 

Eel  River  Basin:  Eel  River,  Calif _ 

Sacramento  River  Basin:  Yuba  River,  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Calif. 

San  Francisco  Bay  area: 

Sonoma  Creek ,  Calif _ 

Napa  River,  Calif _ 

Whitewater  River  Basin:  Tahquitz  Creek,  Calif _ 

San  Diego  River  Basin:  San  Diego  River  (Mission  Valley),  Calif.. 
Columbia  River  Basin:  Willow  Creek,  Oreg _ 


H.  328,  88th  Cong. 

H.  203,  89th  Cong. 
S.  39,  89th  Cong... 

II.  169,  89th  Cong. 
H.  168,  89th  Cong. 
H.  206,  89th  Cong. 
H.  207,  89th  Cong. 

II.  165,  89th  Cong. 
H.  182,  89th  Cong. 
S.  27,  89th  Cong— . 
H.  232,  89th  Cong. 
H.  242  ,  89th  Cong. 

S.  22,  89th  Cong... 
H.  160,  89th  Cong. 
H.  199,  88th  Cong. 
H.  238,  89th  Cong. 

n.  241,  89th  Cong. 

H.  302,  88th  Cong. 
H.  185, '89th  Cong. 
II.  202,  89th  Cong. 
S.  29,  89th  Cong... 
H.  175,  87th  Cong. 

H.  243,  89th  Cong. 

H. - ,  89th  Cong. 

H.  — ,  89th  Cong. 

H.  329,  88th  Cong. 
H.  351,  88th  Cong. 
H.  150,  88th  Cong. 
H.  166,  89th  Cong. 
II.  246,  88th  Cong. 
H.  579,  87th  Cong. 
H.  193,  88th  Cong. 

H.  158,  88th  Cong. 

S.  35,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  157,  88th  Cong. 
S.  63,  88th  Cong— . 


H.  303,  88th  Cong 
H.  189,  89th  Cong. 
H.  216,  89th  Cong. 
II.  234,  89th  Cong. 
H.  180,  89th  Cong. 


II.  224,89th  Cong-.. 

H.  222,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  223,89th  Cong.... 

H.  212,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  233,  89th  Cong _ 


$520,  000 

1, 524,  000 
1, 934, 000 

1, 800, 000 
3,  500,  000 
6, 290,  000 
12, 943, 000 

1,  541, 000 
4, 030,  000 
730, 000 
66, 036, 000 
6, 150, 000 

2, 702,  000 
1,524,000 
6, 400, 000 
9,167, 000 

278, 635, 000 

12, 207, 000 
1,654,000 
72, 900, 000 
44, 800, 000 
151, 000, 000 

133,  548, 000 
51,491,000 
4, 860,  000 

6, 180, 000 
3, 498, 000 
179, 000 
17, 570, 000 
975, 000 
3, 885, 000 


9, 317, 000 
2, 200, 000 
1, 373, 000 
2, 775,  000 


7, 250,  000 
6, 430,  000 
68, 310, 000 
13,  732,  000 
8, 979,  000 


9, 400, 000 
14, 950, 000 
3, 030, 000 
14, 600, 000 
6, 680, 000 


Total,  64  projects 


1,731,144, 100 


UPPER  ST.  JOHN  RIVER  HYDROELECTRIC  POWER  DEVELOPMENT, 

MAINE 

Location. — The  two  dams  which  are  included  in  the  development 
would  be  located  on  the  Upper  St.  John  River  in  northern  Maine  at 
sites  289  and  300  miles  above  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

Authority. — -Report  was  prepared  pursuant  to  letter  from  President 
Kennedy  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  dated  May  20,  1961.  In 
that  letter  the  President  requested  the  Secretary  to  advise  him  as  to 
what  changes  in  fuel,  engineering,  and  financing  costs  might  result 
in  making  the  international  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project 
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economically  feasible,  and  as  to  the  advisability  of  hydroelectric 
power  development  on  the  Upper  St.  John  River. 

Flood  'problems. — Snowmelt,  sometimes  in  combination  with  rainfall, 
annually  produces  spring  floods  along  the  St.  John  River.  The  area, 
being  sparcely  settled,  has  not  been  exposed  to  significant  damages 
with  the  exception  of  Fort  Kent  located  about  28  miles  downstream 
of  the  Dickey  Dam.  The  Fort  Kent  urban  area  has  experienced 
seven  consequential  floods  during  a  36-year  period  of  record.  A  re¬ 
currence  of  the  flood  of  1961  would  cause  damages  of  $450,000. 
With  Dickey  Dam  in  operation,  impoundment  of  floodwaters  would 
reduce  discharges  to  well  below  the  zero  damage  stage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement . — Construction  of  the  Dickey 
and  Lincoln  School  projects  on  the  Upper  St.  John  River  in  Maine 
with  hydroelectric  power  generating  facilities.  The  Dickey  Dam 
would  be  located  above  the  confluence  of  the  Allagash  River  in  order 
to  protect  recreational  resources  of  the  stream. 

Estimated  cost  ( January  1964  price  level). — 


Federal _ $227,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total _ _ _ _ _  227,000,000 

Project  economics } — - 

Annual  charges:  Dickey-Lincoln  School _  $11,  890,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Power: 

At  site _  20,  531,  000 

Downstream  (in  Canada) _  500,  000 

Flood  control _ _ _  40,  000 

Area  redevelopment _  409,  000 


Total. _ _  21,480,000 


1  As  presented  in  report  of  Passamaquoddy-St.  John  River  Study  Committee,  which  was  predicated  on  a 
transmission  tie  to  Boston,  Mass. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.81. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  would  be  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and 
power  marketing  would  be  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  in  the  report  of  the  Passama- 
quoddy-St.  John  River  Study  Committee.  The  committee  notes, 
furthermore,  in  the  supplemental  report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
that  modification  of  the  projects  may  be  considered  in  the  design 
stage.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  authorizing  language 
will  permit  such  modifications  as  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  find  to 
be  desirable  in  the  course  of  advanced  engineering  and  design. 

The  committee  also  notes  with  approval  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendation  for  a  continued  engineering  and  economic  study  of  the 
Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project  proposal,  related  extra-high- 
voltage  transmission  proposals  and  the  proposed  New  England- 
Maritimes  power  grid  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  other 
Federal  departments  and  agencies. 
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HOUSATONIC  RIVER:  CONNECTICUT,  MASSACHUSETTS,  AND  NEW  YORK 

(H.  Doc.  324,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  the  western  part  of  Connecticut  and  the  southwestern 
corner  of  Massachusetts  with  a  small  area  extending  into  New  York. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee  on  February  4,  1949,  and  September  14,  1955,  and  by  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  June  13,  1956  and  July  23,  1956. 

Existing  project. — Flood  control  improvements  consists  of  seven 
reservoirs  and  four  local  protection  projects,  all  located  in  the  Nauga¬ 
tuck  River  Basin.  A  navigation  project  for  the  lower  part  of  the 
river  which  provides  for  a  channel  18  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  for  a 
distance  of  about  5  miles  and  7  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  for  a 
distance  of  an  additional  8  miles. 

Flood  problem. — With  the  reservoirs  constructed  considerable  dam¬ 
age  would  still  occur  at  Danbury  and  Derby  and  local  people  desire 
flood  protection. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement.— Improvement  of  Still  River, 
Housatonic  River  Basin,  at  Danbury,  Conn.,  for  local  flood  protection 
by  provision  of  channel  improvement  and  appurtenant  works;  and 
improvement  of  the  Housatonic  and  Naugatuck  Rivers  at  Derby, 
Conn.,  for  local  flood  protection  by  provision  of  floodwall,  levee, 
channel  improvement,  a  pumping  plant,  and  appurtenant  works. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  January  1963). — 


Danbury 

Derby 

Total 

Federal  .  _  „  „ 

$2, 300, 000 
650,  000 

$2, 800, 000 
240, 000 

$5, 100, 000 
890,  000 

Non-Federal  .  .  _.  _ _ _ _ _ . 

Total _  ...  ..  _ 

2, 950, 000 

3, 040, 000 

5, 990,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Danbury 

Federal 

N  on-Federal 

•  Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  ...  _ 

$75, 000 

$21,  200 
1,000 

$96,  200 
1,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  ... 

Total _ _ _ 

75,000 

22, 200 

97,200 

Derby 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  . .  ... 

$91, 300 

$7,800 
10, 300 

$99, 100 
10, 300 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _ _  ._  ...  _ _ 

Total.  _  _ 

91,300 

18, 100 

109,  400 

Danbury 

Derby 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _  _ 

$116, 200 

$210,  900 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — Danbury,  1.2;  Derby,  1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project  including  lands  for  spoil  disposal,  storm  water  pondage,  and 
collector  ditches  together  with  necessary  changes  to  sewage  systems, 
highway  bridges  and  roads,  railroad  track  except  railroad  bridges  and 
approaches,  and  other  utilities;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  prevent  encroachment  on 
improved  channels  and  on  ponding  areas  and  if  capacity  of  the  latter 
is  impaired,  provide  equally  effective  storage,  pumping  capacity,  or 
both,  without  cost  to  the  United  States;  and  prevent  encroachment 
within  20  feet  of  the  top  of  the  west  bank  of  Naugatuck  River  at  the 
proposed  channel  widening  upstream  from  the  highway  bridge  at 
Derby.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability 
to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — With  the  authorized  improvements  completed  in  the 
Naugatuck  River  Basin,  considerable  damage  would  still  occur  as  a 
result  of  floods  at  Danbury  and  Derby.  The  committee  notes  that 
the  proposed  project  is  amply  justified  and  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  are  proper. 

WESTERLY,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  85,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — About  45  miles  southwest  of  Providence  on  the  south 
shore  of  Rhode  Island. 

Authority. — -Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — No  hurricane  protection  project.  There  is  a 
cooperative  beach  erosion  project  at  Misquamicut  State  Beach  con¬ 
sisting  of  widening  to  an  average  of  150  feet  for  3,250  feet.  This 
project  was  completed  in  1959. 

Flood  problem. — Serious  problems  of  hurricane  tidal  flooding  and 
beach  erosion  exist  in  Westerly.  Three  severe  hurricanes  that  have 
struck  the  area  since  1938  caused  great  loss  of  life  and  crippling  dam¬ 
ages  to  property.  Hurricane  Carol,  1954,  caused  tidal  flood  damages 
of  about  $3,900,000  in  the  Westerly  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  improvements 
for  hurricane-tidal  protection  and  beach  erosion  control  for  the  Mis¬ 
quamicut  area  of  Westerly,  R.I.,  from  Little  Maschaug  Pond  to 
Weekapaug  Point,  in  lieu  of  the  presently  authorized  project,  to  con¬ 
sist  of  beach  raising  and  widening  to  elevation  12  feet  above  mean 
sea  level  for  approximately  3  miles  of  beach;  low  rock-faced  dikes 
and  revetment  of  dunes  to  form  a  backstop  to  elevation  16  feet  above 
mean  sea  level;  rock  groins  to  stabilize  the  beach;  gated  control  struc¬ 
ture  at  Weekapaug  inlet;  road  raising,  Wawaloam  Drive,  Weekapaug; 
rock-faced  dike  west  of  Misquamicut  community  center  extending 
from  the  shore  dike  to  high  ground,  including  a  gated  culvert;  and 
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dredging  in  Winnapaug  Pond  to  obtain  a  portion  of  the  sand  fill  re¬ 
quired  for  the  above  construction. 

Estimated  Cost  {price  level  oj  1963). — 

Federal _  $3,  287,  000 

Non-Federal _ 1,  663,  000 

Total _  4,  950,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$127, 700 

$64, 600 
77.900 

$192, 300 
77, 900 

Total _ 

127, 700 

142, 500 

270, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

199, 300 
5,000 
14, 700 
2, 000 
242, 800 
52,000 
19,000 

Total _ - _ _ 

534, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  spoil-disposal,  pondage,  and 
borrow  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  and  recreation 
facilities  on  Winnapaug  Pond,  at  a  cost  presently  estimated  at  $380,- 
000;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  and 
relocation  of  sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  utilities, 
highways,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction; 
bear  33.6  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at 
$1,663,000  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  above,  and  a  cash  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $1,283,000;  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportion¬ 
ment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been 
determined;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
construction  of  the  project;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  at  an  annual  cost  estimated  at  $95,000  initially  and  $78,- 
000  after  installation  of  the  deferred  groins;  assure  continued  public 
ownership  of  public  shore  and  public  use  of  private  shore  upon  which 
Federal  participation  in  beach  erosion  control  is  based,  and  its  admin¬ 
istration  for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project;  and 
provide  and  maintain  suitable  facilities  at  public  beaches  to  support 
the  recreational  development  of  the  beaches;  assure  continued  public 
ownership  and  use  of  recreation  areas  upon  which  Federal  participation 
in  recreation  is  based  and  provide  and  maintain  suitable  appurtenant 
facilities  to  the  extent  necessary  for  realization  of  evaluated  benefits 
and  their  administration  for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the 
project;  protect  against  encroachment  that  portion  of  Little  Maschaug 
Pond  included  within  the  project  in  order  that  the  water  areas  may  be 
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available  for  storage  of  surface  runoff;  control  water  pollution  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  the  bathers;  construct  and 
maintain  any  bulkheads  required  for  retention  of  dredged  materials 
discharged  to  spoil-disposal  areas  from  the  initial  construction;  and 
at  least  annually  inform  the  public  and  those  affected  that  the  im¬ 
provements  will  not  provide  any  substantial  protection  from  ocean 
surges  higher  in  elevation  than  that  which  occurred  in  September  1938. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  furnish  the  necessary 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.- — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
I  provide  for  hurricane  protection  and  beach  erosion  control.  It  notes 
also  that  the  cost  sharing  is  in  accordance  with  the  established  policy. 

STRATFORD,  CONN. 

(H.  Doc.  292,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.—' The  town  of  Stratford  is  located  in  Fairfield  County,  on 
the  north  shore  of  Long  Island  Sound,  approximately  50  miles  north¬ 
east  of  New  York  City. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  projects. — No  hurricane  protection  project. 

Flood  problem. — About  2,400  acres  within  the  town  of  Stratford  are 
subject  to  hurricane  tide  floods.  Residential,  commercial,  and  recre¬ 
ational  properties  are  subject  to  damages.  Three  severe  hurricanes 
have  struck  the  town  within  the  past  24  years. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  diking  around  the 
greater  part  of  the  Great  Meadows  section  of  the  town,  varying  in 
top  elevation  from  14  to  18  feet  above  mean  sea  level  and  extending 
|  about  3  miles  from  high  ground  at  the  Surf  Avenue  ramp  to  the 

Connecticut  Turnpike  to  Oak  Bluff  Avenue  at  the  western  end  of 

Lordship;  a  series  of  dikes  and  floodwalls  along  the  Housatonic  River, 
varying  in  top  elevation  from  14  to  18  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  and 
extending  about  2%  miles  from  high  ground  in  the  northern  part  of 
Lordship  to  high  ground  at  the  intersection  of  Broad  Street  and 
Housatonic  Avenue;  and  appurtenant  works  including  six  highway 
crossing  ramps,  three  ponding  areas,  four  pumping  stations,  and  five 
gated  conduits. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1962). — 

Federal _ $4,  340,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  860,  000 


Total 


6,  200,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$136. 000 

$63,  000 
23.000 

$199.  000 
23,000 

136, 000 

86,000 

222,000 

Annual  benefits: 

591, 000 
12,000 
31,000 

634,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  borrow  and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $175,000;  ( 

accomplish  all  changes,  alterations,  and  relocations  of  buildings, 
highways,  and  utilities,  and  modifications  to  sewerage  and  drainage 
facilities  made  necessary  by  the  construction  of  the  project,  at  costs 
presently  estimated  at  $90,000;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first 
cost  of  the  project,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $1,860,000  to  consist 
of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution  presently  estimated 
at  $1,595,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of 
construction  or  in  installments  prior  so  start  of  pertinent  work  items, 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to  be  made  after  actual 
costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  prevent  any 
encroachment  on  the  ponding  areas  which  would  decrease  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  the  improvements  and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities 
are  impaired,  promptly  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  of  equiv¬ 
alent  pumping  capacity.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the 
items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. —  ( 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  project  is 
economically  justified  and  that  the  improvement  will  provide  adequate 
protection  against  tidal  floods  considered  reasonably  characteristic 
of  the  area.  Cost  sharing  is  in  accordance  with  the  established  policy. 
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EAST  ROCK  AW  AY  INLET  TO  ROCKAWAY  INLET  AND  JAMAICA  BAY,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  215,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — West  reach  of  south  shore  of  Long  Island  and  Jamaica 
Bay,  N.Y. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955,  and  section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
July  3,  1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — Numerous  groins  have  been  constructed  by  local 
interests  along  the  entire  ocean  front,  and  the  United  States  has  con¬ 
structed  a  groin  system  at  Fort  Tilden.  These  groins  have  been 
generally  effective  in  containing  both  the  original  beaches  and  the 
sand  placed  as  artificial  nourishment.  During  the  past  40  years, 
local  interests  have  deposited  nearly  12  million  cubic  yards  of  sand 
along  the  ocean  shore. 

Flood  problem. — Extensive  damage  has  been  inflicted  to  boats  and 
property  due  to  shore  erosion  and  wave  attack  along  this  coastal  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  hurricane  barrier,  4,530  feet 
long,  across  the  entrance  to  Jamaica  Bay  with  a  600-foot  navigation 
opening  and  two  150-foot  gates  which  would  partially  close  the 
opening  to  300  feet;  dikes  and  levees,  1.2  miles  long  to  high  ground 
north  from  the  barrier  and  dikes,  levees,  and  floodwalls,  7.7  miles 
long,  south  and  east  from  the  barrier  to  and  along  the  oceanfront  to 
high  ground  at  the  eastern  end  of  the  Rockaway  Peninsula;  fill  place¬ 
ment  along  the  6-mile  ocean  front  floodwall  with  a  berm  100  to  200  feet 
wide  at  10  feet  above  mean  sea  level;  stoplog  structures,  stairways, 
ramps,  road  raising,  and  other  appurtenant  works,  including  fishing 
platforms  on  the  hurricane  barrier;  and  Federal  participation  in  the 
cost  of  periodic  beach  nourishment  of  the  shore  protection  works  for 
10  years  after  completion  of  the  initial  beach  fill,  the  Federal  share 
presently  estimated  at  50  percent  of  such  cost. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1963). — 

Federal _ _ _ _ $32,620,000 

Non-Federal _  20,  476,  000 


Total _  53,  096,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ _ _ _ _ 

$1,234, 100 

$577, 800 
193, 100 
326, 400 

$1,811,900 
193, 100 
567,000 

Maintenance  and  operation  and  replacement _ 

240, 600 

Total _ 

1, 474,  700 

1, 097, 300 

2, 572,000 

1,  410, 000 
1, 925,  000 
232, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Barrier  fishing _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

3, 567, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 .4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  areas,  necessary 
for  the  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  storm 
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drains,  utilities,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construc¬ 
tion;  bear  32  percent  of  the  total  first  costs,  a  sum  presently  estimated 
at  $16,976,000,  consisting  of  $125,000  for  items  listed  above,  and  a 
cash  contribution  of  $16,851,000,  provided  that  the  cash  contribution 
be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  commencement  of  construction, 
or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  items,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values 
have  been  determined ;  provide  an  additional  cash  contribution  for  the 
barrier,  its  gates  and  fishing  platforms,  equivalent  to  the  present 
worth  of  the  annual  cost  of  maintenance,  operation,  and  major  replace¬ 
ments  by  the  United  States,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $3,500,- 
000,  subject  to  adjustment  based  on  detailed  design  of  project  fea¬ 
tures,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  inititation  of  construction; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  claims  for  damages  that 
may  arise  before,  during,  or  after  prosecution  of  the  work;  maintain, 
during  the  economic  life  of  the  project,  continued  public  ownership 
and  use  of  the  non-Federal  publicly  owned  shores  upon  which  the 
Federal  participation  in  beach  protection  is  based;  maintain  and 
operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  except  the  barrier,  its  gates, 
and  fishing  platforms,  and  provide  periodic  nourishment  during  the 
economic  life  of  the  hurricane  and  shore  protection  works,  as  may  be 
required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose,  subject  to  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  cost  of  periodic  nourishment  of  the  shore  protection  works 
for  an  initial  period  of  10  years,  as  otherwise  provided  herein;  control 
water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of 
bathers;  and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  hurri¬ 
cane  improvements  will  not  provide  substantial  protection  against 
hurricane  and  storm  tide  levels  higher  than  about  3  feet  above  the 
elevation  of  Hurricane  Donna  of  September  12,  1960.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  and  able  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget—  No  objection  to  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  notes  that  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors 
and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  have  recommended  that  field  studies  and 
hydraulic  model  investigations  be  conducted  in  connection  with  the 
final  design  of  the  project  to  determine  the  specific  effects  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  hurricane  barrier  on  water  quality,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  currents 
in  Jamaica  Bay.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concurs  in  this  recom¬ 
mendation  and  if  the  project  is  authorized  by  the  Congress,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  expect  that  a  reevaluation  of  the  benefits 
and  costs  reflecting  the  results  of  the  model  study  would  be  made 
before  funds  are  requested  for  initiation  of  construction  of  the  project. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  maximum  flood  of  record, 
which  occurred  in  1960,  caused  damages  estimated  at  over  $15  million. 
Under  present  and  future  conditions,  the  damages  would  be  consider¬ 
ably  more.  The  committee  considers  that  the  project  is  urgently 
needed. 
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STATEN  ISLAND,  FORT  WADSWORTH  TO  ARTHUR  KILL,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  181,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Coast  of  Staten  Island,  New  York  City,  extending  along 
lower  New  York  and  Raritan  Bays  from  Fort  Wadsworth  at  the  nar¬ 
rows  to  Tottenville  at  the  mouth  of  Arthur  Kill. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended  and  supplemented;  and  Public  Law  71,  84th 
Congress,  1st  session,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal 
projects  for  hurricane  protection  or  beach  erosion  control  hi  the  area. 

Hurricane  and  beach  erosion  jwoblems.—A  serious  erosion  problem 
has  resulted  from  storms  of  unusually  severe  intensity  producing  a 
reduction  in  the  width  of  portions  of  the  beach  and  exposing  existing 
waterfront  development  to  wave  attack. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  the  southeast 
shore  of  Staten  Island  from  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill  for  shore 
protection  and  prevention  of  hurricane  tidal  flooding  by  the  following 
works:  Graham  Beach  to  Oakwood  Beach,  combined  shore  and 
hurricane  protection  consisting  of  1.9  miles  of  beach  fill  and  dune 
construction,  2.7  miles  of  levee,  and  four  pumping  stations;  Great 
Kills  Park,  shore  protection  consisting  of  0.9  mile  of  beach  fill;  Arbutus 
Lake  to  Seguine  Point,  shore  protection  consisting  of  1.2  miles  of 
beach  fill  and  one  stone  groin;  Federal  participation  in  defraying  the 
annual  cost  of  periodic  beach  nourishment  for  the  shore  protection 
works  in  the  reaches  of  Graham  Beach  to  Oakwood  Beach,  Great 
Kills  Park,  and  Arbutus  Lake  to  Seguine  Point,  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  10  years  after  the  completion  of  the  initial  work  in  each  reach, 
the  Federal  share  presently  estimated  at  62  percent,  70  percent,  and 
41  percent,  respectively,  of  such  costs  for  the  three  reaches;  Totten¬ 
ville  Beach,  combined  shore  and  hurricane  protection  consisting  of 
0.4  mile  of  beach  fill  and  dunes,  0.2  mile  of  levee,  and  drainage  facili¬ 
ties;  and  that  the  plans  be  considered  sufficiently  flexible  to  allow 
coordination  with  proposed  highway  or  other  developments. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  November  1963). — 

Federal _ $6,  230,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  231,  000 


Total _  9,  461,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. _ _  _  __  __  __  _ _ 

$197, 100 

$102, 200 
48,  800 
96, 100 

$299, 300 
48,  800 
161,000 

Maintenance _  __  _  _  _  _  _  _ _  _ 

Periodic  beach  nourishment _ ------ _ 

Total _  _ 

Annual  benefits: 

64, 900 

262, 000 

247, 100 

509, 100 

545, 000 
354, 000 

Total 

899,  000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio.- — 1.8  for  overall  project. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  areas  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  storm  drams, 
utilities,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction; 
bear  34  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at 
$3,231,000  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution 
now  estimated  at  $2,574,000  or,  if  any  section  is  undertaken  separately, 
the  apportionment  of  the  first  cost  will  be  as  shown  in  the  district 
engineer’s  report,  with  due  regard  to  change  in  public  ownership  and 
other  changes  prior  to  construction,  provided  that  the  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  commencement  of  the  entire 
project,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  items, 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to  be  made  after  actual 
costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  provide  periodic 
nourishment  during  the  economic  life  of  the  shore  protection  works 
as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose  subject  to  Federal 
participation  in  the  cost  of  periodic  nourishment  for  an  initial  period 
of  10  years,  as  recommended  herein,  the  non-Federal  share  of  such 
costs  for  the  10-year  period  being  presently  estimated  at  38  percent 
for  the  Graham  Beach  to  Oakwood  Beach  reach,  30  percent  for  the 
Great  Kills  Park  reach,  and  59  percent  for  the  Arbutus  Lake  to 
Seguine  Point  reach;  maintain  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project 
continued  public  ownership  and  administration  for  public  use  of  the 
non-Federal  publicly  owned  shores  upon  which  the  recommended 
Federal  participation  is  based;  adopt  appropriate  ordinances  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  preservation  of  the  dunes;  and  control  water  pollution  to 
the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers.  Local 
interests  are  able  and  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — -The  proposed  improvements  provide  for  hurricane  pro¬ 
tection  and  beach  erosion  control.  Local  participation  in  the  project 
was  computed  on  the  basis  of  the  normal  requirements  for  each 
purpose.  The  committee  considers  that  authorization  of  this  work  is 
desirable. 

RAHWAY  RIVER,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  67,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Rahway  River  Basin  is  in  northeastern  New  Jersey 
within  the  Greater  New  York  City  metropolitan  area. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  September  14,  1955,  and  item  in  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1948. 
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Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  in  the  basin.  The  town  of  West  Orange  and  the  city  of 
Orange  in  cooperation  with  the  Works  Progress  Administration  built 
a  walled  channel  and  culverts  on  the  East  Branch  at  a  cost  of  about 
$250,000.  On  both  the  main  stream  and  tributaries,  local  interests 
have  made  numerous  improvements  including  channel  widening, 
deepening,  and  paving;  wall  construction;  detention  basins;  and  have 
established  park  areas  in  flood  zones. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  on  the  Rahway  River  is  an  annual  occur¬ 
rence  on  the  average.  Floods  can  be  either  fluvial  in  the  upstream 
reaches  or  tidal  in  the  lower  river,  or  both  in  rare  instances.  Recur¬ 
rence  of  the  highest  floods  of  recent  record  would  cause  damages 
estimated  at  over  $1,250,000.  Over  50  percent  of  these  damages 
would  be  incurred  on  the  East  Branch  at  South  Orange. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Local  flood  protection  works 
at  South  Orange  on  the  East  Branch  of  the  Rahway  River  consisting 
of  channel  enlargement,  construction  of  floodwalls,  levees,  a  short 
flume  section,  reconstruction  of  four  highway  bridges  with  appurte¬ 
nant  road  reconstruction  and  miscellaneous  interior  drainage  facilities. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1961). — 

Federal _ $1,  514,  000 

Non-Federal _  493,  000 


Total _  2,  007,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$57,  400 

$18,  700 
3,000 

$76, 100 
3,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

57,  400 

21,  700 

79, 100 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

109,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  comple¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army;  make  at  their  own  expense  all  necessary  changes  to  highways, 
highway  bridges  and  approaches,  utilities,  and  miscellaneous  existing 
improvements;  protect  the  channels  and  other  flood  control  works 
from  future  encroachment  or  obstruction  that  would  reduce  their 
flood-carrying  capacity;  and  control  development  of  the  fringe  areas 
not  protected  by  the  proposed  improvement  with  a  view  to  preventing 
an  undue  increase  in  the  flood  damage  potential.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
for  flood  control  at  South  Orange,  N.J.,  are  economically  justified 
and  urgently  needed. 

NEUSE  RIVER  BASIN,  N.C. 

(H.  Doc.  175,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  Neuse  River  Basin,  situated  in  the  eastern  part  of 
North  Carolina,  is  roughly  oblong  in  shape,  approximately  180  miles 
long,  with  a  maximum  width  of  about  46  miles.  The  Neuse  River  is 
formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  Eno  and  Flat  Rivers,  about  8  miles 
north  of  the  city  of  Durham,  and  has  a  drainage  area  of  approximately 
5,700  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted 
June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — The  only  existing  flood  control  project  of  a 
permanent  nature  constructed  on  the  Neuse  River  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  is  the  cutoff  at  Goldsboro.  This  project,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  August  18,  1941,  consists  of  a  flood  channel 
across  two  adjoining  bends  of  the  river. 

Flood  problem. — The  Neuse  River  Basin  is  subject  to  frequent  and 
destructive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  as  a  result  of  heavy 
rainfall  from  thunderstorms,  hurricane  and  tropical  storms.  Flood 
damage  occurring  in  the  Neuse  River  Basin  averages  about  $1,256,000 
annually. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Recommend  construction  of  the 
Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  water  supply, 
water  quality  control,  recreation,  and  other  purposes.  Also,  it  is 
recommended  that  a  general  plan  of  improvement  including  12  other 
reservoirs  be  approved  as  a  guide  for  future  development  of  the 
water  and  related  land  resources  of  the  basin. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1963  price  level). — 

Federal _ 1  $18,  600,  000 

Non-Federal _  (2)  (3) 

Total _ _ _  18,600,000 

'  Not.  cost  to  the  United  States,  $10,245,000. 

2  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  entire  construction  cost  allocated  to  water 
supply,  currently  estimated  at  $1,455,000. 

3  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  Yi  of  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement,  currently  estimated  at  $900,000. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$542,  000 
75.  000 

$72, 000 
45.  000 
18, 000 

0 

$614, 000 
120,  000 
18.  000 
70. 000 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacement _ 

Future  recreation  (discounted) _ 

Economic  cost  of  land _ _ _ 

70. 000 

Total _ _ _ 

687,  000 

135. 000 

822, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

564, 000 
112. 000 
195, 000 
1,  690,  000 
171.000 

Water  supply _ 

Low  flow  augmentation _ 

General  recreation _ 

Fishing _ 

Total _ 

2, 732, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Prevent  encroachment  on  downstream  channels; 
pay  the  United  States  for  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  presently 
estimated  at  $1,455,000  for  construction  and  $10,000  annually  for 
operation,  maintenance  and  replacements;  and  bear  first  cost  and 
annual  costs  associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  in  accordance  with  current  policy,  presently  estimated  at 
$900,000  and  $35,000,  respectively.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable  subject  to  further 
coordination  of  future  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  require¬ 
ments  prior  to  construction. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress  subject  to  further  consideration  of  questions 
raised  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  concerning  (1)  the  proposed 
recreational  development  to  meet  the  future  needs  of  recreation;  (2) 
lack  of  cost  allocation  data;  and  (3)  the  possibility  that  all  Federal  and 
non-Federal  costs  have  not  been  included  in  the  analysis. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  urgency  for  construction  of 
the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir  as  a  key  project  in  the  development  of 
water  and  related  land  resources  of  the  basin.  It  will  provide  flood 
protection  and  water  quality  control  in  the  Neuse  Valley  and  much 
needed  water  supply  for  the  city  of  Raleigh,  N.C.  The  State  of 
North  Carolina  requests  early  completion  of  this  project  and  states 
its  willingness  to  share  in  the  cost  of  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  enhancement  features  of  the  planned  development.  Tbis  com¬ 
mittee  notes  that  the  project  is  well  justified. 

NEW  BERN  AND  VICINITY,  NORTH  CAROLINA 
(H.  Doc.  183,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Neuse  River  drains  about  5,700  square  miles  of 
eastern  North  Carolina.  The  Trent  River,  a  tributary,  joins  the 
Neuse  River  at  New  Bern.  At  New  Bern  the  Neuse  River  widens  into 
a  broad  tidal  estuary  that  empties  into  Pamlico  Sound. 

Authority. — Partial  compliance  with  the  authorization  contained  in 
Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  adopted  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  hurricane  project  in 
the  area. 

Flood  problem. — Any  sustained  strong  winds  from  the  northeast 
quadrant  on  Pamilco  Sound  cause  increased  water  levels  in  the 
Neuse  River  estuary  with  frequent  damaging  results  in  urban  and 
other  developed  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  hurricane- 
tidal  barrier  at  the  Cherry  Point-Wilkinson  Point  site  on  Neuse 
River,  N.C.,  to  include  an  ungated  navigation  opening. 
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Estimated  cost  ( 1963  price  level). — 

Federal _  $10,  400,  000 

Non-Federal _ _  4,  460,  000 


Total _ _  14,860,000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ _ _  _ 

$423, 400 
500 

$181,500 

25,000 

$604, 900 
25, 500 

Maintenance  and  operation.  _ _ _ 

Total _ _ 

423, 900 

206, 500 

630, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented — present  development .  _ _  _ 

418. 700 

205. 700 
24, 400 
27, 100 

Damages  prevented — future  development  -  . 

Recreation..-  _  _ 

Total.-  _ _  _ 

675,900 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — (a)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project; 

( b )  Bear  30  percent  of  the  total  project  cost,  exclusive  of  aids  to 
navigation,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $4,460,000,  to  consist  of 
the  items  listed  in  subparagraph  (a)  above,  and  a  cash  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $4,448,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to'  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportion¬ 
ment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been 
determined ; 

(c)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works; 

(d)  Maintain  and  operate  all  the  works,  after  completion,  exclusive 
of  aids  to  navigation,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and 

(e)  At  least  annually  notify  those  affected  that  the  project  will  not 
provide  substantial  reductions  in  tide  level  greater  in  height  than  that 
which  occurred  during  Hurricane  lone  in  September  1955.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these 
provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  notes  that  economic 
justification  of  the  project  requires  inclusion  of  incidental  benefits 
of  two  kinds:  (1)  Presumed  savings  in  the  cost  of  building  a  bridge 
that  the  district  engineer’s  report  indicates  is  not  now  being  seriously 
considered  by  the  State  highway  commission;  and  (2)  recreational 
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use  of  the  barrier  slope,  for  which  no  provision  is  apparently  made 
for  developing  or  maintaining  access  or  supporting  facilities. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  improvements  are  necessary  for 
protection  of  New  Bern  and  vicinity  against  frequent  damaging 
hurricanes  that  constantly  threaten  human  life  and  property.  The 
benefit-cost  ratio  of  the  improvements  is  1.1. 

OCRACOKE  ISLAND,  N.C. 

(H.  Doc.  109,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Ocracoke  Island  is  a  part  of  the  North  Carolina  Outer 
Banks,  separating  Pamlico  Sound  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955;  and  section  2  of  Public  Law  520,  71st  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  July  3,  1930,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  beach  erosion  control  or  hurricane 
project. 

Erosion  problem. — Measures  are  needed  to  prevent  shore  erosion  and 
to  stabilize  Hatteras  Inlet  due  to  storm-driven  waves. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — For  protection  of  the  ocean 
frontage  from  hurricane  and  erosion  damage,  a  beach  fill  with  a  berm 
50  feet  wide  at  an  elevation  of  7  feet  above  mean  sea  level  in  front  of 
a  dike  with  a  top  width  of  25  feet  at  an  elevation  of  11  feet  above  mean 
sea  level,  a  feeder  beach  near  the  north  end  of  the  island,  periodic 
nourishment  for  an  initial  period  of  10  years,  sand  fences  and  vegeta¬ 
tion;  and  for  restoration  and  stabilization  of  the  Ocracoke  village 
frontage,  beach  fill  to  provide  a  berm  with  top  elevation  equal  to  that 
of  the  existing  bank,  but  not  exceeding  7  feet  above  mean  sea  level, 
vegetation  and  drainage  facilities  and  periodic  nourishment  for  an 
initial  period  of  10  years. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  December  1962). — 

Federal _ $1,  636,  000 

Non-Federal _  232,  000 


Total _  1,  868,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization...  ...  .  _  ...  ... 

$65, 000 
192, 300 

$9, 200 
9, 700 

$74,  200 
202, 000 

Maintenance  and  beach  nourishment _ 

Total _  _ _ _  _ 

257, 300 

18,900 

276, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

42.  400 
311.200 

Beach  recreation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _  ... _ 

353,600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  the  initial  costs  of  protecting  the 
privately  owned  portion  of  the  sound  shore  of  Ocracoke  village,  a  sum 
presently  estimated  at  $88,000;  contribute  7.2  percent  of  the  initial 
costs  of  the  hurricane  protection  features  presently  estimated  at 
$69,000  and  the  present  worth  of  future  maintenance  thereof  estimated 


102 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS — FLOOD  CONTROL 


at  $75,000  for  a  total  of  $144,000;  provide  all  non-Federal  lands,  ease¬ 
ments  and  rights-of-way  including  borrow  areas,  necessary  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  alterations  of 
sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  streets,  utilities,  and  other 
structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction;  and  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  during  the  economic 
life  of  the  project  they  will:  contribute  the  portion  of  the  periodic 
nourishment  and  maintenance  costs  of  the  privately  owned  sound 
shore  of  Ocracoke  village,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $9,700  annu¬ 
ally;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  for  damages 
due  to  construction,  nourishment,  or  maintenance  of  the  projects, 
including  the  laying  of  dredge  pipelines  across  the  highways  or  across 
private  property;  and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that 
the  project  will  not  prevent  inundation  or  provide  any  substantial 
protection  for  ocean  surges  higher  in  elevation  than  those  of  the 
hurricane  of  September  14,  1944. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Most  of  the  area  is  used  as  a  national  recreational  area 
administered  by  the  National  Park  Service.  Visitation  to  the  park 
has  increased  greatly  since  provision  of  an  access  bridge  recently 
constructed.  The  project  is  economically  justified  with  a  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  1.3.  The  committee  considers  the  local  contributions  re¬ 
quired  for  the  work  are  fair  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with 
existing  policy  for  this  type  of  project.  Failure  to  provide  protection 
for  the  area  could  result  in  irrevocable  shore  losses. 

FLINT  RIVER,  GA. 

(H.  Doc.  567  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Flint  River  rises  350  miles  above  its  mouth  and  1,000 
feet  above  mean  sea  level  in  the  southerly  outskirts  of  Atlanta,  Ga., 
the  largest  city  in  the  Southeast.  It  crosses  the  fall  line,  marking  the 
division  of  the  Piedmont  Plateau  and  the  Coastal  Plain,  between  river 
miles  230  and  285,  falling  370  feet  in  55  miles.  It  joins  the  Chatta¬ 
hoochee  River  to  form  the  Apalachicola  River,  108  miles  above 
Apalachicola  Bay,  an  arm  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  1,  1948. 

Existing  project. — Local  flood  protection  projects  have  been  com¬ 
pleted  at  Montezuma,  Ga.,  and  at  Americus,  Ga.,  under  the  general 
authority  for  small  flood  control  projects.  The  authorized  project, 
providing  for  multiple-purpose  developments  and  supplemental  chan¬ 
nel  work  to  give  a  channel  depth  of  9  feet  and  a  minimum  width  of  100 
feet  in  the  Apalacliicola-Chattahoochee  River  upstream  to  Columbus, 
Ga.,  268  miles,  and  29  miles  up  the  Flint  River  to  Bainbridge,  Ga.,  is 
in  operation.  Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir  on  the  Flint  River,  for  flood 
control,  navigation,  hydroelectric  power;  and  allied  purposes,  was 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  30,  1963. 

Problem. — The  power  needs  of  the  Flint  River  are  increasing 
rapidly.  Power  from  projects  in  the  Flint  River  could  be  used  in 
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power  supply  areas  23  and  24  as  designated  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission.  Local  interests  desire  extension  of  the  navigation 
channel  in  the  Flint  River  from  Bainbridge  to  Albany  and  beyond. 
Annual  flood  damages  below  the  fall  line  total  $180,000,  and  productive 
values  of  farm  and  urban  land  would  increase  substantially  if  flood 
control  were  provided. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — The  comprehensive  plan  of 
water  resource  development  consisting  of  five  dams  and  reservoirs  is 
recommended  for  general  approval  as  a  guide  to  the  resource  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Flint  River  Basin.  The  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower 
Auchumpkee  Creek  Reservoirs  for  hydroelectric  power,  flood  control, 
general  recreation,  and  fishing  recreation  are  recommended  to  be 
authorized  for  construction.  (Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir  also  recom¬ 
mended  in  this  report  as  the  first  step  in  the  recommended  plan  was 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  30,  1963.) 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  1961). — 


Lazer  Creek 

Lower 

Auchumpkee 

Total 

Federal _ _ _  _ 

$40, 378, 000 
650,  000 

$48, 275, 000 
1,020,  000 

$88, 653, 000 
1,670,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

41, 028, 000 

49, 295, 000 

90, 323, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Lazer  Creek 

Lower 

Auchumpkee 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Federal.  _  _ 

$2, 158,  000 
70, 000 

$2, 397, 000 
112, 000 

$4, 555, 000 
182, 000 

Non-Federal  * _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _  _ 

2, 228, 000 

2, 509, 000 

4, 737, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Power _ _ _ _ 

2, 206, 000 
82, 000 
254, 000 
174, 000 
9, 000 

2, 085, 000 
380, 000 
404, 000 
276, 000 
15, 000 

4, 291, 000 
462,  000 
658,  000 
450, 000 
24,  000 

Flood  control.  _ _  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ 

Fishing  recreation _ _  _ _ 

Total _  _ _ 

2, 725, 000 

3, 160, 000 

5, 885, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratios _ _ __ 

1.2 

1.3 

1.2 

i  Non-Federal  cost  for  recreational  facilities. 


Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  shall  agree  to  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  downstream  channels  that  would  interfere  with  the  efficient 
operation  of  the  proposed  upstream  reservoirs. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Georgia:  Favorable,  but  also  desires  authorization  of 
navigation  improvements. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  states  that 
section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  requires  that  power  pro- 
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duced  at  reservoir  projects  under  control  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army  be  sold  at  rates  which  will  recover  costs  of  power  production 
and  transmission,  including  capital  investment  allocated  to  power, 
over  a  reasonable  period  of  years.  The  Bureau  further  states  that 
as  a  matter  of  policy  a  period  of  50  years  has  been  considered  appro¬ 
priate  for  the  recovery  of  power  investment.  Such  a  period  was 
most  recently  affirmed  by  the  Congress  as  a  condition  of  the  author¬ 
ization  of  Laurel  River  Reservoir  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960. 

Accordingly,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  construction  of  the 
reservoirs,  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  would  not  be  undertaken 
until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  cost  allocated  to  power  can 
be  returned  with  interest  within  a  period  of  50  years. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  projects  are 
economically  justified  and  are  desirable  units  in  the  overall  plan  of 
development  of  the  Flint  River  Basin. 

Modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. — Subject  to  the  additional  requirement  that  prior  to 
construction  of  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Auchumpkee  dams  and 
reservoirs  local  interests  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that,  in  accordance  with  the  proposed  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act,  they  will: 

(a)  Administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement; 

(b)  Pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  costs  of  the 
projects  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement, 
the  amounts  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $850,000  for 
Lazer  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  $1,350,000  for  Lower 
Auchumpkee  Dam  and  Reservoir;  and 

(c)  Bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the  amounts 
involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $50,000  for  Lazer  Creek 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  $79,000  for  Lower  Auchumpkee  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  on  an  average  annual  basis. 

Provided  that  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development,  opera¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  features  of  the  reservoirs  may  be  modified  in 
accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided  in  the  proposed  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  depending  upon  the  intentions  of  non- 
Federal  interests  regarding  participation  in  the  costs  of  these  features 
at  the  time  of  reservoir  construction  and  subsequent  thereto,  and 
that  appropriate  adjustments  reflecting  such  modifications  may  be 
made  in  the  allocation  of  costs  to  other  project  purposes. 

This  modification  would  reduce  the  estimated  Federal  costs  from 
$40,378,000  to  $39,528,000  for  the  Lazer  Creek  project;  from 
$48,275,000  to  $46,925,000  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee  project  and 
increase  the  estimated  non-Federal  costs  from  zero  to  $850,000  for 
Lazer  Creek,  and  from  zero  to  $1,350,000  for  Lower  Auchumpkee. 
The  average  annual  cost  of  Federal  operation,  maintenance,  and  major 
replacement  would  be  reduced  from  $312,000  to  $262,000  for  Lazer 
Creek;  from  $358,000  to  $279,000  for  Lower  Auchumpkee  and  the 
non-Federal  costs  increased  from  zero  to  $50,000  for  Lazer  Creek  and 
from  zero  to  $79,000  for  Lower  Auchumpkee. 
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INTERIM  REPORT  ON  HENDRY  COUNTY  WEST  OF  LEVEES  1,  2,  AND  3, 
CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  PROJECT 

(H.  Doc.  102,  8Sth  Cong.) 

Location. — The  area  of  Hendry  County  in  this  report  is  located  in 
the  south  central  portion  of  the  Florida  peninsula  10  miles  southwest 
of  Lake  Okeechobee. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  9,  1960  (partial  response). 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  project  for  the  area  was  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  and  provided  for  canals,  levees,  and 
water-control  structures  on  the  west  and  outside  of  the  Everglades 
agricultural  and  conservation  areas  of  the  central  and  southern 
Florida  flood  control  project.  No  work  has  been  started  on  the 
Hendry  County  authorization.  Levees  and  canals  of  the  existing 
project  forming  the  eastern  border  are  completed. 

Problem. — The  flatlands  of  Hendry  County  in  this  area  are  flooded 
frequently  because  of  poor  drainage  and  prolonged  rainfall.  During 
recent  years,  notable  major  floods  occurred  in  1947,  1948,  1953,  and 
1960.  A  major  flood  such  as  that  of  1947  covers  nearly  all  of  the 
261 -square-mile  area.  Most  of  the  damage  is  to  the  agricultural 
lands  immediately  west  of  the  levees  of  the  existing  project. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  provides  that  the 
existing  project  for  central  and  southern  Florida  be  modified  and 
extended  with  respect  to  the  authorized  improvement  on  the  west 
side  of  the  Everglades  agricultural  and  conservation  areas  in  Hendry 
County,  Fla.,  to  provide  the  primary  works  for  flood  control  and 
major  drainage. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1962). — 

Federal _  $4,986,000 

Non-Ferleral _ 1  1,  567,  000 

Total _  6,  553,  000 

1  Includes  a  cash  contribution  of  19.5  percent  of  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration  thereof. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$181, 000 

$109, 000 
71,  000 
3,000 

$290, 000 
71,000 
3,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  _ 

Economic  loss  of  productivity  on  lands.  _  .. 

Total.  _ _ _ _ 

181, 000 

183, 000 

364, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

515, 000 
350, 000 

865, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  contribute  19.5 
percent  of  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration,  presently 
estimated  at  $1,159,000,  to  be  paid  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work 
units;  construct  and  maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facilities; 
provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way ;  make  all  bridge,  road 
and  utility  relocations;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
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damage;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel;  and  maintain  and 
operate  the  completed  works. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  work  constitutes  a  modification  of 
certain  canals,  levees,  and  water  control  structures  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1958,  on  which  no  work  has  been  done.  The 
modification  is  needed  because  the  project  as  now  authorized  would 
not  adequately  serve  the  present  needs  of  the  area.  The  work  is 
justified  economically  and  its  authorization  is  recommended  as  a 
necessary  item  in  the  overall  central  and  southern  Florida  project. 

SOUTHWEST  DADE  COUNTY,  FLA. 

(S.  Doc.  20,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  central  and  southern  Florida,  southwest  Dade  County 
includes  lands  south  of  Tamiami  Trail,  west  of  levee  31,  and  east  of 
the  easterly  boundary  of  Everglades  National  Park  in  Dade  County, 
Fia. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
U.S.  Senate  on  June  6,  1958. 

Existing  project. — Federal  projects  include:  (a)  Levee  29  forms  the 
south  boundary  of  conservation  areas  Nos.  3-A  and  3-B  and  is  the 
northern  boundary  of  southwest  Dade  County  area;  (6)  structure  12 
in  levee  29  releases  floodwater  from  area  3-A  into  Everglades  National 
Park  just  west  of  southwest  Dade  County  area;  (c)  levee  67  extension 
is  an  authorized  levee  that  will  extend  S  miles  along  west  boundary  of 
southwest  Dade  County;  and  ( d )  levee  31  (N)  was  authorized  in  1948 
and  10.8  miles  have  been  completed  along  eastern  edge  of  southwest 
Dade  County  area. 

Flood  problem.- — Practically  the  entire  area  of  193  square  miles  is 
subject  to  flooding  every  year  and  lower  lands  are  flooded  throughout 
wet  years.  About  3,000  acres  in  the  area  are  used  on  a  seasonal  basis 
for  vegetable  growing.  Flood  damage  to  present  land  use  is  estimated 
at  $50,000  annually. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Modification  and  extension  of 
existing  project  for  central  and  southern  Florida  to  provide: 

Primary  works:  Canal  and  levee  improvements,  control  structures, 
and  pumping  stations  to  provide  outlets  to  serve  existing  and  proposed 
associated  drainage  works  by  removal  of  the  water  ponded  in  the  area 
during  the  wet  season  prior  to  planting  time  and  limit  ponding  during 
a  1-  in  10-year  storm  in  the  dry  season  to  a  few  days. 

Associated  works:  About  50  miles  of  secondary  canals,  small  lateral 
canals,  and  tertiary  works. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1963). — 

Federal _  $4,  903,  000 

Non-Federal _ - _  4,  125,  000 


Total 


9,  028,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$189, 100 

0 

0 

0 

$177, 200 
206, 200 
8,600 
98, 300 

$366,300 
206, 200 
8, 600 
98, 300 

Maintenance  and  operation.  .  .  . 

Economic  loss  on  land _  _ _ _ 

Associated  works.  _  _ 

Total.  _  .. 

189, 100 

490, 300 

679,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

260, 700 
2, 464, 300 

Increased  land  use _  ..  . . . 

Total _  _ 

2, 726, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  contribute 
46  percent  of  the  sum  of  the  contract  price  and  the  costs  of  supervision 
and  administration  and  provide  as  their  share  of  the  initial  costs  of 
the  primary  improvements  all  needed  lands  and  rights-of-way, 
including  construction  of  new  highway  bridges,  road  changes,  and 
alterations  to  miscellaneous  utilities  and  other  existing  improvements; 
to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  prohibit  encroachment  on  the  flood-carrying  capaci¬ 
ties  of  the  improved  channels;  maintain  and  operate  the  improvements 
after  completion;  and  construct  and  maintain  the  associated  drainage 
works  needed  to  realize  the  benefits  made  available  by  the  proposed 
primary  improvements.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  will¬ 
ingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agricidture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  inadequate  drainage  in  the 
southwest  Dade  County  area  results  in  frequent  flood  damages. 
The  recommended  improvements  are  amply  justified.  The  committee 
considers  the  requirements  for  local  contributions  for  the  project 
are  fair  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  existing  policy  for 
projects  of  this  nature. 


BISCAYNE  BAY,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  213,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Biscayne  Bay  is  located  in  the  extreme  southeastern 
part  of  Florida  in  Dade  County.  It  extends  southward  about  28 
miles  from  the  north  Dade  County  line  southward,  including  Miami 
and  Miami  Beach  areas  to  Cutler  and  Cape  Florida. 

Authority.—- Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — No  hurricane  project. 

Flood  problem. — All  of  the  shore  areas  of  Biscayne  Bay  are  subject 
to  storm-tidal  flooding  and  wave  damages.  Within  the  study  area 
there  are  about  15,000  acres  at  and  below  the  7-foot  level  and  about 
20,000  acres  at  and  below  the  10-foot  level.  These  areas  are  occupied 
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for  the  most  part  by  residences,  apartments,  motels,  and  hotels  with 
a  permanent  population  of  about  220,000  in  1960.  Indications  are 
that  land  usage  within  these  vulnerable  areas  will  increase  about  60 
percent  within  50  years.  Historical  records  indicate  that  since  1830 
about  194  tropical  storms  have  threatened  the  Biscayne  Bay  area. 
However,  detailed  information  on  the  effects  of  storms  on  the  area  is 
available  only  since  1925.  Since  that  date,  14  hurricanes  have 
affected  the  area,  including  4  causing  catastrophic  effects.  The 
most  intense  of  these  occurred  in  September  1926  when  over  100  lives 
were  lost.  Total  damages  were  estimated  at  the  time  at  $76  million, 
of  which  about  $40  million  were  from  inundation  and  wave  damage. 
Total  inundation  and  wave  losses  since  1925  are  estimated  at  about 
$70  million. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  a  stone-  and  as¬ 
phalt-armored  earthfill  barrier  connected  to  the  mainland  about  1 
mile  north  of  the  Rickenb acker  Causeway  and  extending  eastward 
to  Fishermans  Channel  adjacent  to  Fisher  Island,  a  distance  of  about 
3  miles.  The  structure  would  have  an  ungated  opening  for  shallow- 
draft  navigation  at  its  intersection  with  the  Intracoastal  Waterway. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  1962). — 

Federal - $1,  954,  000 

Non-Federal _  837,  000 


Total _  2,  791,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . 

$74, 100 

0 

$31, 800 
7,600 

$105, 900 
7.  600 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

Total . . . 

74,100 

39,400 

113, 500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented  (total) . . 

2, 150, 00 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 19.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project  at  costs 
presently  estimated  at  $181,000;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first 
cost  of  the  project,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $837,000  to  consist 
of  the  cost  of  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  and  a  cash 
contribution  presently  estimated  at  $656,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a 
lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to 
start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  sched¬ 
ules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  with  the  final  apportion¬ 
ment  of  costs  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  de¬ 
termined  ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works;  and  maintain  and  operate  the  project  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army.  Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they 
are  willing  and  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS — FLOOD  CONTROL 


109 


Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ments  are  necessary  for  protection  of  the  Miami  area  against  frequent 
damaging  hurricanes  that  constantly  threaten  human  life  and  prop¬ 
erty.  The  excellent  benefit-cost  ratio  of  19.0  for  the  improvements 
is  also  noted.  The  committee  considers  the  local  contributions  re¬ 
quired  for  the  work  are  fair  and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with 
existing  policy  for  this  type  of  project. 

PHJLLIPPI  CREEK  BASIN,  FLA. 

(H.  Doc.  156,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Phillippi  Creek  Basin  is  in  southwest  peninsular  Florida 
and  is  within  Sarasota  County  except  for  a  small  fringe  area  in  southern 
Manatee  County. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  July  14,  1960. 

Existing  'project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
projects  in  the  Phillippi  Creek  Basin. 

Flood  problem. — Poor  drainage  and  intense  rainfall  results  in  fre¬ 
quent  flooding  over  much  of  the  Phillippi  Creek  watershed.  Thou¬ 
sands  of  acres  of  low  valley  and  plain  lands  flood  almost  yearly.  The 
1962  flood  covered  about  8,000  acres  of  land.  Principal  damages 
occur  to  agriculture  and  urban  development.  Salinity  intrusion  is 
also  a  problem. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Phillippi 
Creek,  Fla.,  to  provide  primary  works  for  flood  control  and  major 
drainage  by  enlargement  of  the  main  stream  and  its  major  tributary 
channels,  realinement  of  the  channel  at  U.S.  Highway  No.  41,  and 
provision  of  spillway  and  inlet  structures,  and  appurtenant  works ;  all 
generally  in  accordance  with  the  plan  of  the  district  engineer  and  with 
such  modifications  thereof  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
may  be  advisable. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  July  1963). — 

Federal _  $4,  592,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  263,  000 


Total _  7,  855,  000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . — _ ... _ _  _ 

$179. 000 
16.500 

$140, 000 

$319, 000 
16, 500 
34.800 
8,400 

Economic  loss  on  lands _ _ _ 

34, 800 
8.400 

Associated  costs _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . . . 

195, 500 

183,200 

378, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

172. 300 
280. 900 
22, 000 

475,  200 

110 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS - FLOOD  CONTROL 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation—  Contribute  in  cash  22  percent  of  the  sum  of  the 
contract  price  and  the  costs  of  supervision  and  administration  thereof 
for  each  part  of  the  primary  work  to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $1,165,500,  to  be  paid 
either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in  installments 
prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  contribution 
to  be  determined  after  actual  costs  are  known;  construct  and  maintain 
the  associated  works  needed  to  realize  the  benefits  made  available  by 
the  work  to  be  provided  by  the  United  States  (this  requirement  would 
not  prohibit  the  assistance  of  other  Federal  and  local  conservation 
programs  in  constructing  and/or  maintaining  lateral  drainage  works 
under  authorizations  not  connected  with  this  project);  provide  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  provide  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  necessary  new  highway  bridges,  alterations  or  replace¬ 
ment  of  bridges,  roads,  miscellaneous  utilities,  and  other  existing 
improvements,  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
prevent  encroachment  on  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved 
channels;  and  operate  and  maintain  the  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
except  for  the  aids  to  navigation  which  would  be  maintained  by  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard.  Local  interests  are  willing  and  able  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  cognizant  of  the  local  conditions  in 
this  area  where  inadequate  drainage  results  in  frequent  flood  damages. 
The  recommended  improvements  are  justified.  The  committee  con¬ 
siders  the  requirements  for  local  contributions  for  the  project  are  fair 
and  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  existing  policy  for  projects 
of  this  nature. 

COMPREHENSIVE  REVIEW  OF  THE  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES 

PROJECT 

(H.  Doc.  308,  88th  Cong.,  and  H.  Doc.  319,  88t.h  Cong.) 

Location. — The  area  embraced  by  the  Mississippi  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries  project  extends  from  Cape  Girardeau,  Mo.,  to  the  Head  of 
Passes,  La.,  near  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  a  distance  of  about  1,000  river- 
miles.  The  project  includes  areas  of  the  Mississippi  River  alluvial 
valley  in  the  States  of  Illinois,  Missouri,  Kentucky,  Tennessee,  Arkan¬ 
sas,  Mississippi,  and  Louisiana.  The  area  comprises  about  35,000 
square  miles. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  June  12, 
1954,  other  resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees,  and  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  July  24,  1946,  and  May  17, 
1950. 
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Existing  project. — Provides  for  improvements  on  the  main  stem  of 
the  Mississippi  River  from  Cape  Girardeau,  Mo.,  to  the  Head  of 
Passes,  near  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  in  Louisiana,  by  means  of  levees, 
channel  improvement  and  bank  stabilization,  control  structures,  and 
floodways,  and  improvement  of  many  tributary  areas  afforded  flood 
protection  by  the  levees.  Project  includes  maintenance  of  a  12-foot 
navigation  channel  from  Cairo,  Ill.,  to  Baton  Rouge,  La.,  which  is  to 
be  obtained  in  connection  with  the  channel  improvement  works,  and 
four  commercial  harbors.  In  the  tributary  areas,  improvements  in¬ 
clude  five  reservoirs,  levees,  channel  improvements,  water  control 
structures,  and  pumping  stations  for  flood  control  and  drainage.  Sep¬ 
arable  improvements  of  the  project  in  the  tributary  basins  are  admin¬ 
istratively  subdivided  into  individual  projects,  referred  to  in  the  re¬ 
port  as  “features”  of  the  comprehensive  Mississippi  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries  project.  The  features  are  included  in  table  No.  1  on  page  8 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers’  report  to  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  in  hearing  on  House  Document  308,  88th  Congress. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — (a)  Revetments  to  stabilize 
the  riverbanks  and  protective  works  below  Baton  Rouge,  La.,  to 
preserve  the  alinement  of  the  Mississippi  River  below  that  point  and 
protect  the  main  stem  levees  from  foreshore  erosion. 

(6)  Levee  improvements  in  the  mains tem  levee  system  and  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Floodway.  Levee  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  mainstem  levee  system  consist  of  raising  existing  levees 
minor  amounts  at  scattered  locations  to  meet  new  flow  lines  and  free¬ 
board  requirements  established  by  the  most  recent  storm  and  flood 
studies  (1956).  Modification  of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Flood¬ 
way  consists  of  raising  the  present  grade  of  the  fuse  plug  at  Birds 
Point  to  60  feet  on  the  Cairo  gage,  putting  the  floodway  into  operation 
at  58  feet  on  that  gage  by  artificially  crevassing  the  levee  when 
necessary,  and  enlarging  the  remainder  of  the  Birds  Point-New 
Madrid  frontline  levee  to  grades  that  will  insure  protection  until 
the  floodway  is  placed  in  operation. 

(c)  Improvement  of  the  South  Bank  Arkansas  River  levees. 
These  levees  work  in  conjunction  with  the  main  stem  levee  system  and 
the  recommended  work  is  of  the  same  kind  as  that  described  for  the 
main  stem  levee  system  above. 

( d )  Improvement  of  the  South  Bank  Red  River  levees.  These 
levees  work  in  conjunction  with  the  main  stem  levee  system  and  the 
recommended  work  is  of  the  same  kind  as  that  described  for  the 
main  stem  levee  system  above. 

(e)  Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City  area:  Work  consists  of  diversion 
channels  at  Mound  City,  necessary  for  the  effective  operation  of  the 
authorized  Cache  River  pumping  plant. 

(/)  St.  Francis  Basin:  (1)  Channel  improvements  for  Locust  Creek, 
Big  Bay  Ditch  No.  1,  Ditches  Nos.  9  and  10  in  Poinsett  County, 
and  Straight  Slough  ditch,  Arkansas;  Varney  River,  Mo.;  and  the 
Cockle  Burr  Slough -Buffalo  Creek  area,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  and 
acquisition  of  lands  for  the  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses. 
(2)  Improvements  in  the  Big  Lake  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge  Area 
for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  and  flood  control. 

( g )  Lower  White  River:  Improvement  of  the  existing  local  pro¬ 
tection  levee  and  associated  drainage  works  at  Clarendon,  Ark.,  and 
channel  improvements  in  the  Big  Creek  Basin. 
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(h)  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon:  Channel  improve¬ 
ments  in  Mill  and  Vidal  Bayous,  La. 

(i)  Red  River  Backwater  area:  Construction  of  a  pumping  plant 
and  acquisition  of  lands  and  development  for  the  mitigation  of  fish 
and  wildlife  losses. 

(j)  West  Kentucky  tributaries:  Channel  improvements  in  Obion 
Creek  for  flood  control  and  drainage. 

(k)  Yazoo  Headwater  area:  (1)  Channel  improvements  in  Alligator 
and  Catfish  Bayous,  Bear  Creek,  and  Whiteoak  Bayou,  and  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  lands  and  minor  developments  of  mitigation  of  fish  and 
wildlife  losses.  (2)  Installation  of  water  control  structures  in  the 
Will  M.  Whittington  Channel  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

(l)  Yazoo  Backwater  area:  Water  control  structures  in  McCann 
Bayou  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

(m)  Big  Sunflower  River  Basin:  Water  control  structures  for  fish 
and  wildlife  ehnancement. 

(n)  Lower  Mississippi  River  Delta  region:  Four  salinity  control 
structures  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 
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Comprehensive  review  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

MAIN  STEM  FEATURES 


Feature 

Costs 

Construction 

Annual  operation 
and  maintenance 

Pur¬ 

pose 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Fed¬ 

eral 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Channel  improvement..  ... 

0 

145, 219.  0 

2, 165. 0 
(1, 325. 0) 

(840.  0) 
36.0 
584.4 

145,  219.  0 
7, 165.  0 
(1, 325. 0) 

(5, 840. 0) 
36.0 
584.4 

3, 000.  0 

3, 000.  0 

Mississippi  River  levees  (total) .  _ 

5,  000.  0 

(a)  General  levee  improvements  _ 

« 

« 

0 

0) 

(b)  Birds  Point-New*  Madrid  Flood- 
Flood  way _ 

(5, 000. 0) 

South  Bank  Arkansas  River  levees  . 

South  Bank  Red  River  levees  . 

Total,  main  stem  features.. . . 

— 

148, 004. 4 

5, 000.  0 

153, 004.  4 

3, 000.  0 

3, 000.  0 

TRIBUTARY  BASINS,  FLOOD  CONTROL  FEATURES 


Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City _ 

St.  Francis  Basin  (total). _ _ 

(a)  Channel  improvements _ 

( b )  Lands  in  backwater  area _ 

(c)  Improvements.  Big  Lake  area... 

Lower  White  River  (tota) . . . 

(a)  Clarendon  levee . . 

( b )  Big  Creek  Basin . . . 

Boeuf-Tensas-Macon _ _ 

Red  River  Backwater  area  (total) _ 

(o)  Pumping  plant _ 

lb)  Lands  and  development,  Larto 
Lake-Jonesville  and  Sicily 


0 


(3) 

0 

(3) 


(3) 

(3) 

(3) 


(3) 


48.0 
8.  362.  5 
(5. 469.  5) 
(1,955.  0) 
(938.  0) 
7. 950. 0 
(178.  0) 
(7, 772.  0) 
350.  0 
7,  000.  0 
(6,  568.  0) 


45.0 
7.  760. 0 
(7,  760.  0) 


1, 900. 0 
(23.  0) 
(1, 877.  0) 


93.0 
16, 122.  5 
(13, 229.  5) 
(1,  955.  0) 
(938. 0) 
9, 850.  0 
(201.  0) 
(9, 649.  0) 
350.0 
7, 000.  0 
(6, 568.  0) 


0.  5  0.  5 


84.0 


84.0 


13.5 
100.0 
(1.7) 
(98.  3) 
6.0 


3 13.5 
100.0 
(1.7) 
(98.  3) 
6.0 


110.0 


110.0 


Island.. _ _ _ _ 

West  Kentucky  tributaries  (Obion  Cr.)_. 
Yazoo  headwater  area  (total) _ 

(а)  Channel  improvements _ _ 

(б)  Lands  and  development,  hillside 

floodway _ 


0 

0 


(432.  0) 
1, 906. 0 
1,317.0 
(994.  0) 


824.0 


(432.0) . . 

2,730.0  _ 

1,317.0  18.0 

(994.  0)  (18. 0) 


15.8  15.8 

18. 0  18.  0 


18.0 


(323.  0) 


(323.0) _  4.9  4.9 


Total  tributaries,  basins,  flood  con¬ 


trol  features 


26,  933.  5 


10,  529.  0 


37, 462.  5 


18.0 


352.  7  370.  7 


TRIBUTARY  BASINS— SPECIFIC  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  IMPROVEMENTS 


St.  Francis  Basin  (Big  Lake  area)... . 

Yazoo  headwater  area  (Will  M.  Whitting¬ 
ton  Channel) . . . . 

Yazoo  Backwater  area  (McCann  Bayou). 

Big  Sunflower  Basin.  _ 

Lower  Mississippi  delta  region . 

Total,  tributary  basins,  Fish  and 
Wildlife  improvements . 

Grand  total _ _ _ 

m 

0 

0 

0 

0 

874.2 

47.5 

44.0 

137.0 

5, 068.  5 

59.8 

47.5 
44.0 
137.0 
5, 068.  5 

934.0 

95.0 
88.0 
274.0 
10, 137.  0 

8.0 

1.2 

8.0 

17.5 

251.0 

3  8.0 

1.2 

8.0 

17.5 

251.0 

6, 171.  2 

5, 356.  8 

11,  528. 0 

8.0 

277.7 

285.7 

181, 109. 1 

20, 885. 8 

201, 994. 9 

3. 026.  0 

630.4 

3, 656.  4 

1  Flood  control  and  navigation. 

2  Flood  control. 

3  Flood  control  and  drainage. 

•  Mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  costs  charged  to  flood  control. 

s  These  Big  Lake  improvements  serve  both  the  flood  control  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes.  Total  cost 
is  $1 .872,000,  total  maintenance  $21,500  ($13,500  local  for  flood  control  and  $8,000  Federal  for  fish  and  wildlife) . 
8  Specifically  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 
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Comprehensive  review  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual 

Benefit 

Feature 

annual 

annual 

annual 

benefits 

cost- 

costs 

costs 

costs 

ratio 

MAIN  STEM  IMPROVEMENTS 


Channel  improvement -  - - - 

(>) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mississippi  River  levees: 

(a)  General  leveo  improvements _ _ 

0) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

( b )  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Floodway _ 

39.3 

182.8 

222.1 

250.3 

1.1 

South  Bank,  Arkansas  River  levees . . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Bank,  Red  River  levees  - - - 

(>) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TRIBUTARY  BASINS— FLOOD  CONTROL  FEATURES 


Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City...  . . . 

1.7 

2.4 

4.1 

0 

0 

St.  Francis  B  isin: 

(a)  Channel  improvements _ 

195.1 

414.8 

009.9 

1,  627. 0 

2.7 

lb)  L  inds  in  backwater  area _  _ 

70.0 

70.0 

(3) 

0 

(c)  Improvements  in  Big  Lake  area _ _ 

0 

0 

0 

0) 

0 

Lower  White  River: 

(a)  Clarendon  levee _ _ _ 

6.3 

2.7 

9.0 

0) 

0 

(b)  Big  Cree  <  Basin _  _  .. 

274.0 

181.8 

455.8 

793.2 

1.7 

Boeuf-Tensas-Macon. . .  ..  _  .. 

13.6 

6.0 

19.6 

253.6 

12.9 

Red  River  backwater  area: 

(a)  Pumping  plant  -  - 

249.7 

111.0 

360.7 

342.9 

1.2 

(6)  Lands  and  developments,  Larto  Lake-Jones- 

ville  and  Sicily  Island _  _  _ 

15.2 

15.8 

31.0 

0 

0 

West  Kentucky  tri  utaries  (O.  ion  Creek) _ _ 

67.3 

53.1 

120.4 

0 

0 

Yazoo  he  id  water  area: 

(a)  Channel  improvements _  _ _ 

35.1 

18.0 

53.1 

114.4 

2.2 

(6)  Lands  and  developments,  Hillside  Floodway. 

11.4 

4.9 

16.3 

0 

0 

TRIBUTARY  BASINS— SPECIFIC  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  IMPROVEMENTS 


St.  Francis  Basin  (Big  Lake  area) . .  . 

Yazoo  headwater  area  (W'ill  M.  Whittington  Chan- 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(0 

nei) -  -  .  —  -  . 

1.7 

2.9 

4.6 

5.8 

1.2 

Yazoo  backwater  area  (McCann  Bayou).-  .  _ 

1.6 

7.4 

9.0 

16.5 

1.8 

Big  Sunflower  Basin  (water  control  structures) _ 

4.8 

16.1 

20.9 

96.6 

4.6 

Lower  Mississippi  Delta  region _  .  _  .  . 

179.0 

430.0 

609.0 

932.3 

1.5 

1  Main  stem  improvements:  These  features  operate  in  conjunction  with  several  other  features  to  produce 
flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  benefits.  Total  benefits  are  evaluated  for  comp-  rison  with  the  costs 
of  all  wor*  completed  and  proposed.  On  this  basis  the  l enefit-cost  ratio  is  7.7  for  all  main  stem  features 
com  ined. 

2  Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City:  This  improvement  works  in  conjunction  with  the  authorized  Cache 
River  pumping  plant.  The  economic  evaluation  therefore  must  include  loth  portions  of  work.  The 
com  ined  I  enefit-cost  ratio  is  2.1. 

3  Lands  in  backwater  areas:  This  is  aland  purchase  not  chargeable  to  the  work  recommended  for  author- 
zation,  tut  to  the  entire  features,  both  authorized  and  recommended  for  authorization.  Its  purpose  is  to 
mitigate  fish  and  v  ildlife  losses. 

4  Big  Lake  area:  Improvements  serve  both  flood  control  and  fish  and  wildlife.  Combined  annual  costs 
is  $88,000  and  includes  operation  and  maintenance  to  be  done  by  local  interests  at  a  cost  of  $13,500.  Benefit- 
cost  ratio  is  1.2. 

t  Clarendon  levee:  Not  susceptible  of  monetary  economic  evaluation;  justified  by  need  to  preserve  levee. 

®  West  Kentucky  tributaries  (O  ion  Creek):  Corps  of  Engineers  project  is  economically  inseparable 
from  project  of  Department  of  Agriculture.  Combined  annual  cost  is  $155,000,  and  combined  benefits 
$185,700;  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.2. 


Local  cooperation. — Local  cooperation  requirements  for  the  work 
recommended  for  authorization  are  as  follows: 

(a)  Channel  improvements  and  associated  work  below  Baton 
Rouge:  None. 

( b )  (1)  General  levee  improvements  in  main  stem  levee  system: 
Provide  necessary  rights-of-way  and  borrow  areas  in  accordance  with 
section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  as  amended  by 
subsection  (d)  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1941  and  section  10  of 
the  act  of  December  22,  1944;  and  maintain  completed  works  in 
accordance  with  section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  15,  1928. 
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(2)  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Floodway:  Provide  modified  flowage 
easements  to  permit  operation  of  the  floodway  at  58  feet  on  the  Cairo 
gage  by  artificial  breaching  of  the  levees;  hold  and  save;  maintain 
levees  after  completion  in  accordance  with  1928  Flood  Control  Act 
as  amended. 

(c)  South  Bank  Arkansas  levees:  Maintain  completed  works  in 
accordance  with  1928  Flood  Control  Act  as  amended. 

(d)  South  Bank  Red  River  levees:  Maintain  completed  works  in 
accordance  with  1928  Flood  Control  Act  as  amended. 

(e)  Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City  Area:  Provide  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-cf-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain  works; 
provide  interior  drainage  facilities  for  Mound  City;  provide  street 
and  highway  culverts. 

(J)  St.  Francis  Basin:  (1)  Channel  improvements:  Provide  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain 
works;  make  relocations  of  highway  bridges. 

(2)  Big  Lake  area:  Contribute  6.4  percent  of  the  cost  allocated 
to  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  a  contribution  estimated  at  $59,800; 
hold  and  save;  maintain  flood  control  works. 

(g)  Lower  White  River:  Clarendon,  Ark.:  Provide  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain  works. 
Big  Creek:  All  the  foregoing,  and,  in  addition,  make  necessary  im¬ 
provements  to  highway  bridges. 

(h)  Boeuf  and  Tensas  River  and  Bayou  Macon:  Maintain  works. 

(i)  Red  River  backwater  area:  Provide  certain  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain  works. 

(j)  West  Kentucky  tributaries  (Obion  Creek):  Provide  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain 
works;  make  alterations  to  highway  bridges. 

(. k )  Yazoo  headwater  area:  Channel  improvements  for  flood  con¬ 
trol:  None.  Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  (Will  M.  Whittington 
Channel):  Contribute  half  the  cost  of  the  improvement,  a  contribution 
estimated  at  $47,500;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate  works. 

(Z)  Yazoo  backwater  area  (McCann  Bayou):  Contribute  half  the 
cost  of  improvement,  a  contribution  estimated  at  $44,000;  hold  and 
save;  maintain  and  operate  works. 

(m)  Big  Sunflower  Basin  (water  control  structures) :  Contribute 
half  the  cost  of  improvement,  a  contribution  estimated  at  $137,000; 
hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate  works. 

(n)  Lower  Mississippi  River  Delta  region:  Contribute  half  the  cost 
of  improvement  a  contribution  estimated  at  $5,068,500;  hold  and  save; 
maintain  and  operate  works. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — Note. — The  report  sent 
to  the  States  and  Federal  agencies  for  comment  was  revised  to  include 
consideration  of  the  comments.  All  State  and  Federal  agencies 
concerned  were  sent  copies  of  the  revised  report. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  By  letter  dated  July  28,  1961,  Missouri 
concurred  in  report.  However,  report  recommendations  on  local 
cooperation  changed  during  processing  of  report  because  of  change 
in  administrative  policy  regarding  cash  contribution.  Original 
recommendation  involved  transfer  of  responsibilities  between 
Federal  and  non-Federal  interests  for  authorized  and  recom¬ 
mended  work.  Revised  recommendation  left  local  cooperation 
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for  authorized  work  unchanged  and  applied  requirements  of 
existing  law  and  policy  to  works  proposed  for  authorization.  By 
letter  dated  June  12,  1964,  the  State  recommended  reverting  to 
the  local  cooperation  of  the  earlier  version  of  the  report. 

State  of  Mississippi:  Unfavorable.  State  urges  further  study 
be  given  to  Yazoo  backwater  and  Big  Sunflower  River  features 
(review  report  on  Big  Sunflower  now  underway).  Objects  to 
procedures  and  criteria  used  in  determining  recommendations  of 
improvements  of  the  project  in  Mississippi.  In  a  letter  dated 
August  30,  1962,  the  State  commented  on  the  revised  report  and 
reaffirmed  these  objections. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Generally  favorable,  but  believed  local 
cooperation  requirements  were  too  severe.  (These  were  changed 
in  accordance  with  new  policy,  which  does  not  require  local 
contributions  due  to  land  enhancement  benefits.)  State  also 
commented  that  improvements  were  needed  to  prevent  seepage  in 
lands  along  the  Big  Lake  Floodway  near  the  Rivervale  culvert. 
(The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  the  best  solution  to  the  problem 
is  improvement  of  the  Cockle  Burr -Buffalo  Creek  area  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  report.) 

State  of  Louisiana:  Generally  favorable,  but  states  it  is  not 
necessarily  in  agreement  with  all  details  of  the  plan.  Hopes 
local  cash  contribution  for  the  Tensas-Cocodrie  pumping  plant 
will  not  be  required.  (The  report  was  revised  in  accordance  with 
present  policy,  which  does  not  contain  this  requirement.)  Re¬ 
quests  reclassification  of  certain  fish  and  wildlife  improvements 
from  the  “enhancement”  to  “mitigation”  measures  category. 
(This  was  done  in  the  revised  report  for  several  improvements, 
including  those  in  Louisiana.) 

Commonwealth  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

State  of  Tennessee:  Generally  favorable.  Requests  reclassifi¬ 
cation  of  certain  fish  and  wildlife  improvements  from  “enhance¬ 
ment”  to  “mitigation”  measures  category  and  inclusion  in  the 
Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project  of  additional  fish  and 
wildlife  improvements.  (These  reclassifications  were  made  in 
the  revised  Chief  of  Engineers  report.)  Desires  fish  and  wildlife 
improvements  for  Forked  Deer  and  Obion  Rivers  which  were  not 
included  in  the  report’s  recommendations.  (Subject  report 
does  not  recommend  any  improvements  for  authorization  in 
Tennessee.) 

Department  of  Interior:  Requested  reclassification  in  cate¬ 
gories  (mitigation,  enhancement,  etc.)  of  certain  fish  and  wildlife 
improvements  from  the  classifications  presented  in  the  original 
report.  Also  requested  certain  improvements  in  the  Big  Lake 
area  of  the  St.  Francis  Basin  in  addition  to  those  presented  in  the 
original  report.  (Report  was  revised  to  include  these  changes.) 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Recommends  that  before  report  is 
sent  to  Congress  the  Corps  consult  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  to  determine  whether  further  main  channel  works  (i.e., 
major  drainage  channels  in  tributary  basins)  should  be  recom¬ 
mended  in  report.  Also  recommends  that  provision  be  included 
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in  report  for  close  collaboration  between  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  orderly  development 
of  land  and  water  resources.  Points  out  differences  in  local 
cooperation  requirement  in  recommended  works ;  questions  criteria 
used  to  determine  eligibility  of  areas  for  Federal  drainage  projects; 
suggests  joint  consideration  with  the  Corps  to  determine  whether 
various  improvements  should  be  done  by  the  Department  under 
Public  Law  566  or  as  a  Corps  program.  (Chief  of  Engineers 
replied  that  in  view  of  the  advanced  stage  of  processing  the 
report  to  Congress,  he  believes  inclusion  of  the  letters  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  with 
the  report  should  serve  to  indicate  the  mutual  intent  of  the  two 
agencies  to  cooperate  in  the  matter.)  (Changed  conditions  since 
H.  Doc.  308,  88th  Cong.,  studies  are  reflected  in  the  updating  of 
estimated  project  costs.) 

Comments  o  f  the  Bureau  o  f  the  Budget. — 

1.  States  that  it  would  expect  a  reevaluation  based  on  current 
price  levels  and  conditions  before  funds  are  requested  to  initiate  con¬ 
struction.  (This  has  been  done  and  reported  to  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  in  hearing,  see  table  1.) 

2.  (a)  Recommends  that  improvements  for  fish  and  wildlife 
(listed  in  par.  67  of  Chief’s  report)  be  made  subject  to  provision  that 
costs  be  divided  equally  between  U.S.  and  non-Federal  entities, 
except  for  Big  Lake  area,  covered  in  (6)  following.  (The  Secretary 
of  the  Army  concurs  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.) 

(6)  For  Big  Lake  area,  Budget  recommends  that  non-Federal  share 
determined  as  above  be  reduced  to  reflect  benefits  to  existing  Federal 
wildlife  refuge  adjacent  to  State  area.  (The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.) 

3.  Recommends  that  acquisition  of  lands  in  Hillside  Floodway  area 
be  authorized  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes.  These  were  recommended 
in  the  Chief’s  report  as  a  mitigation  measure  as  part  of  the  flood 
control  project.  (The  Secretary  of  the  Army  concurs  with  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.) 

Remark. s. — The  committee  notes  that  this  report  is  the  first  com¬ 
prehensive  review  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project  in 
its  entirety  since  authorization  of  the  project  in  1928.  It  believes  that 
the  works  recommended  for  the  main  stem  of  the  Mississippi  River 
are  necessary  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  main  stem  works,  and  that 
improvements  recommended  for  the  tributary  areas  protected  by  these 
works  are  necessary  to  keep  pace  with  the  expected  growth  of  these 
areas.  Recommended  improvements  for  the  enhancement  of  fish  and 
wildlife  are  considered  to  be  in  keeping  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Coordination  Act  as  amended  in  1958.  The  overall  benefit-cost  ratio 
of  the  entire  project  is  recommended  for  modification  is  about  5  to  1, 
and  each  separable  unit  is  incrementally  justified. 

In  authorizing  the  improvements  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  No.  308,  88th  Congress,  the  committee 
has  limited  the  monetary  authorization  made  available  by  this  act,  to 
the  new  work  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  The  com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  this  procedure  will  enable  it  to  follow  more  closely 
the  progress  made  on  this  project,  resulting  in  a  better  overall  under¬ 
standing  of  the  complexities  involved.  (Additional  comments  con¬ 
cerning  this  project  are  set  forth  in  the  committee  recommendations.) 
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GRAND  ISLE  AND  VICINITY,  LOUISIANA 
(H.  Doc.  184,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Grand  Isle  sector  of  the  Louisiana  coast  lies  about 
50  miles  south  of  New  Orleans  and  it  includes  a  region  of  lowlands  and 
marshes  extending  parallel  to  Bayou  Lafourche  extending  about  70 
miles  inland. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  project  for  hurricane  protection  in  the 
area.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  ring  levee  at  Golden 
Meadow,  about  20  miles  northwest  of  Grand  Isle. 

Flood  problem— -The  low  land  elevations,  ranging  from  2  to  4  feet 
on  Grand  Isle  and  the  mainland  as  far  inland  as  Golden  Meadow 
increasing  to  about  8  feet  in  the  vicinity  of  Larose,  are  subject  to 
inundation  and  damage  in  the  developed  areas  and  agricultural  lands. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvements. — Construction  of  a  levee  to 
protect  the  area  adjacent  to  Bayou  Lafourche  extending  about  19 
miles  between  Golden  Meadow  and  Larose,  with  floodgates  at  the 
two  crossings  of  the  Bayou  Lafourche  waterway,  and  gated  drainage 
structures. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  oj  December  1960). — 

Federal _ _  $5,500,000 

Non-Federal _  2,  357,  000 


Total _ _ _  7,857,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$182,400 

$81,300 
29, 800 

$263, 700 
29, 800 

Maintenance,  operation  and  renlaeemp.nt. 

Total _  ... 

182, 400 

111,  100 

293,  500 

Annual  benefits: 

Damaees  prevented 

329, 300 
52, 200 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ 

381, 500 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  borrow  areas  and  spoil-disposal  areas;  make  alterations  to 
roads,  pipelines,  cables,  wharves,  oil  wells,  and  any  other  facilities; 
bear  30  percent  of  the  total  project  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at 
$2,357,000,  to  include  the  items  above  and  a  cash  contribution  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $823,000,  or  equivalent  work  specifically  undertaken 
as  an  integral  part  of  the  project  after  authorization  and  in  accordance 
with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages,  maintain  and 
operate,  and  prevent  any  encroachment  on  ponding  areas  unless 
substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  is  pro¬ 
vided  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
Doted  that  the  benefits  evaluated  for  the  Golden  Meadow-Larose 
protection  levee  may  be  overstated.  The  Bureau  stated  that  land 
enhancement  benefits  appear  to  be  in  substantial  part  merely  another 
measure  of  the  value  of  flood  damages  to  be  prevented  by  the  project 
and  thus  not  fully  creditable  in  assessing  project  feasibility.  On  the 
basis  of  information  furnished  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau 
commented  that  elimination  of  the  benefits  and  evaluation  of  the 
project  on  current  interest  rates  and  prices  woidd  result  in  a  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  1.05.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  prior  to  any  request 
for  funds  for  construction  of  the  project  the  economic  evaluation  be 
reviewed  and  adjusted  to  eliminate  any  duplication  in  the  calculation 
of  flood  control  benefits.  Subject  to  consideration  of  this  recommen¬ 
dation  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
report. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  project  is  justified  and 
finds  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  to  be  in  accord  with 
previously  authorized  projects  for  protection  against  hurricane  tides. 
However,  it  considers  the  indicated  justification  to  be  marginal  and 
believes  that  a  careful  economic  evaluation  should  be  made  prior  to 
construction  to  insure  the  soundness  of  the  project. 

MORGAN  CITY  AND  VICINITY,  LOUISIANA 
(H.  Doc.  167,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Morgan  City  sector  of  the  Louisiana  coast  lies  in  the 
lower  Atchafalaya  River  Basin  about  70  miles  west  from  New  Orleans. 
It  includes  a  region  of  lowlands  and  marshes  about  30  miles  long 
containing  numerous  bayous,  artificial  canals,  and  lakes. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — A  system  of  levees  and  appurtenant  structures 
have  been  constructed  to  protect  portions  of  the  area  from  headwater 
floods  from  the  Atchafalaya  River. 

Flood  problem. — Some  of  the  existing  levees  have  been  overtopped 
by  hurricane  tides  and  severe  storm  damages  were  experienced. 
Also,  the  remaining  lowlands  are  inundated  and  suffer  extensive 
damage  to  property  during  the  periods  of  storm  tides. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  construction  of  about  6 
miles  of  new  levees  with  appurtenant  drainage  structures  for  protec¬ 
tion  at  Morgan  City  and  the  enlargement  of  21.6  miles  of  existing 
levee  and  construction  of  3.1  miles  of  new  levee  with  necessary  drain¬ 
age  facilities  for  an  area  of  about  32,000  acres  in  the  vicinity  of 
Franklin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  May  1963 ).— 

Federal _ _ _ $3,049,000 

Non-Federal _  1,  400,  000 


Total 


4,  449,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$97, 400 

$55,  000 
10,300 

$152,  400 
10,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _  _ 

97,400 

65, 300 

162,  700 

Annual  benefits: 

$351, 900 
59,  400 

Enhancement _ _  _ _  _ 

Total _  _ _ _ _ 

411, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction;  make  alterations  to  roads,  pipelines,  cables, 
wharves,  drainage  structures,  and  any  other  facilities;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages;  contribute  in  cash  or  equivalent  { 
work  as  estimated  below,  not  less  than  30  percent  of  the  total  project 
cost,  said  30  percent  to  include  the  fair  market  value  of  lands  and 
relocations  and  the  remainder  in  cash  or  equivalent  work  specifically 
undertaken  as  an  integral  part  of  the  project  after  authorization  and 
in  accordance  with  approved  construction  schedules,  the  final  deter¬ 
minations  to  be  made  after  construction  is  completed: 


Area 

Total 

contribution 

Lands  and 
relocations 

Cash  or 
equivalent 
work 

Morgan  City: 

Subarea  A__  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$482, 000 
35,  000 
883,  000 

$482, 000 
35,000 
635, 000 

None 
None 
$248, 000 

Provide  all  interior  drainage  and  pumping  plants  required  for 
reclamation  and  development  of  the  protected  areas;  maintain  and 
operate;  and  prevent  encroachments  on  existing  ponding  areas  unless 
substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  is  pro¬ 
vided  promptly,  without  cost  to  the  United  States.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  plan  will  protect  a  large  area  and 
prevent  sizable  damages  caused  by  tropical  storms.  The  committee 
considers  the  proposed  project  well  justified  and  the  local  cooperation 
to  be  in  accord  with  previously  authorized  projects  of  this  type. 
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LAKE  PONTCHARTRAIN,  LA.  AND  VICINITY 
(H.  Doc.  231,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Lake  Pontchartrain  is  in  southeastern  Louisiana  north 
of  and  adjacent  to  the  city  of  New  Orleans. 

Authority. — Section  6  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act,  approved 
March  2,  1945.  Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  January  28,  1949,  and  February  4,  1957.  Public  Law  71, 
84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — Federal  improvements  include:  the  east  bank 
Mississippi  River  levee,  the  Bonnet  Carre  spillway  guide  levees,  and 
the  lakefront  levee  in  Jefferson  Parish;  non-Federal  improvements 
consist  of:  levees,  seawalls,  and  railway  embankment  along  the  lake- 
front  from  the  Jefferson-Orleans  Parish  line  to  South  Point,  thence 
to  and  along  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterwaj",  to  the  Inner  Harbor 
Navigation  Canal,  together  with  several  cross  levees,  canals,  and 
pumping  systems  for  interior  drainage;  a  levee  for  protection  of  the 
Chaknette  area,  with  pumps  and  floodgates  for  interior  drainage;  and 
a  seawall  along  the  lakefront  at  Mandeville  on  the  north  shore. 

Flood  problem. — The  existing  protective  works  for  developed  areas 
surrounding  Lake  Pontchartrain  have  been  overtopped  during  recent 
hurricanes  causing  extensive  damages  in  residential  and  commercial 
areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  levee  and 
floodwall  barrier  from  the  eastern  end  of  the  existing  levees  to  high 
ground  east  of  the  Rigolets,  construction  of  new  or  enlargement  of 
existing  levees  along  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Pontchartain  and  the 
Intracoastal  Waterway,  construction  of  a  new  levee  along  the  Gulf 
Outlet  Channel  for  the  Chalmette  area,  together  with  repair  and 
reinforcement  of  the  existing  seawall  at  Mandeville,  to  prevent  entry 
of  lake  surges  into  the  developed  areas.  The  barrier  would  include 
a  lock  and  floodgates  in  the  Rigolets,  a  navigation  gate  and  floodgates 
in  Chef  Menteur  Pass,  and  a  multiple-purpose  lock  in  the  Inner 
Harbor  Canal. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1961). — 


Hurricane 

protection 

Seabrook 

lock 

Total 

Federal..  .  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ 

$51, 942, 000 
i  27, 904, 000 

$4, 980,  000 

0 

$56, 922, 000 
i  27,  904,  000 

Non-Federal _  .  _ _ _ 

79, 846, 000 

4, 980, 000 

84,  826, 000 

1  Includes  a  cash  contribution  equivalent  to  the  estimated  capitalized  value  of  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  Rigolets  navigation  lock,  presently  estimated  at  $3,950,000. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$1, 735, 000 
125, 000 

$1, 004, 000 
244, 000 

$2, 739, 000 
369, 000 

1, 860. 000 

1, 248, 000 

3, 108, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

54, 432,  000 
729, 000 

53, 161, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 17.1. 

Local  cooperation. — For  the  hurricane  protection  plan:  Provide  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  and  spoil- 
disposal  areas;  make  alterations  and  relocations  to  roads,  railroads, 
pipelines,  cables,  wharves,  drainage  structures,  and  other  facilities; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  bear  30  percent 
of  the  first  cost,  to  consist  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the  items  listed 
above  and  a  cash  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $18,028,000,  or 
as  a  substitute  for  any  part  of  the  cash  contribution,  accomplish  in 
accordance  with  approved  construction  schedules  items  of  work  of 
equivalent  value  as  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  provide 
an  additional  cash  contribution  equivalent  to  the  estimated  capitalized 
value  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Rigolets  navigation  lock 
and  channel  to  be  undertaken  by  the  United  States,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $3,950,000;  provide  all  interior  drainage  and  pumping 
plants  required  for  reclamation  and  development  of  the  protected 
areas;  maintain  and  operate  the  project,  except  the  Rigolets  naviga¬ 
tion  lock  and  channel  and  the  modified  dual-purpose  Seabrook  lock; 
and  acquire  adequate  easements  or  interest  in  land  to  prevent  en¬ 
croachment  on  existing  ponding  areas  unless  substitute  storage  capacity 
or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  is  provided  promptly. 

For  the  Seabrook  lock:  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  borrow  and  spoil-disposal  areas;  and  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Could  not  concur  because  of  a 
conflict  between  proposed  levee  location  and  the  interstate  high¬ 
way  construction  program.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  understands 
that  the  final  design  and  location  for  Interstate  Highway  No.  10 
have  been  approved  recently.  The  highway  would  be  carried  on 
a  trestle  at  an  elevation  that  would  clear  the  existing  levee  on  the 
west  side  of  Jefferson  Parish  and  that  would  clear  the  proposed 
levee  on  the  St.  Charles  Parish  side  of  the  borrow  pit  ditch.  It  is 
believed  on  this  basis  that  the  apparent  conflict  between  the 
hurricane  protection  plan  and  the  highway  no  longer  exists. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana. — Requested  reconsideration  of  the  non- 
Federal  share  of  the  project  first  cost  and  the  operation  and 
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maintenance  cost  for  the  Rigolets  locks  because  of  the  large  past 
expenditures  by  local  interests  to  provide  protection  and  because 
the  State  believed  the  locks  at  the  Rigolets  were  not  an  essential 
part  of  the  hurricane  protection  plan  but  necessary  only  for 
navigation.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  to  the  State  that 
Federal  policy,  as  set  forth  in  recent  congressional  authorizations 
for  hurricane  protection  projects,  provides  that  local  interests 
bear  not  less  than  30  percent  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  new 
work  which  shall  include  credit  for  the  lands,  easements,  rights-of- 
way,  and  relocations  normally  provided  by  non-Federal  interests. 
When  the  fair  value  of  the  lands,  etc.,  is  less  than  30  percent  of 
the  cost  of  construction,  the  difference  shall  be  borne  by  non- 
Federal  interests  as  a  cash  contribution  or  in  equivalent  work 
after  project  authorization.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  that  in  the  absence  of  the  hurricane  protection  barrier 
there  would  be  no  necessity  for  the  Rigolets  lock.  The  lock  is 
viewed  as  an  integral  part  of  the  hurricane  protection  plan  to 
preserve  the  existing  navigation  between  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and 
Lake  Pontchartrain  with  the  costs  of  construction  and  operation 
and  maintenance  chargeable  to  the  protection  plan.  However, 
since  the  need  for  the  specific  added  feature  is  related  to  naviga¬ 
tion,  it  is  believed  that  performance  of  the  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  by  the  Federal  Government  subject  to  local  repayment 
thereof,  would  be  in  the  public  interest. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
observed  that  the  Seabrook  lock  was  needed  as  much  for  the  mitiga¬ 
tion  of  the  adverse  effects  resulting  from  construction  of  the  Mississippi 
River-gulf  outlet  channel  as  for  hurricane  protection,  yet  the  costs 
were  allocated  93  percent  to  mitigation  of  damages  from  the  naviga¬ 
tion  facility  and  7  percent  to  hurricane  protection.  Because  the 
benefits  from  hurricane  protection  are  several  times  greater  than  for 
the  navigation  project,  the  Bureau  believes  that  a  more  reasonable 
alternative  would  be  to  allocate  costs  of  the  Seabrook  feature  equally 
between  the  two  purposes.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the  comment, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report 
to  Congress. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  costs  for  the 
Seabrook  lock  be  allocated  equally  between  navigation  and  hurricane 
protection  which  results  in  an  additional  cost  of  $687,000  to  local 
interests  and  a  corresponding  reduction  in  the  cost  to  the  United 
States. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  plan  of  improvement 
is  vital  for  preventing  possible  loss  of  life  and  tremendous  damages  to 
existing  urban  developments  as  well  as  the  rapidly  growing  metropoli¬ 
tan  area  in  the  vicinity  of  New  Orleans.  The  committee  notes  that 
the  occurrence  of  a  hurricane  having  a  magnitude  somewhat  larger 
than  those  of  recent  experience  would  cause  damages  several  times 
greater  than  the  first  cost  of  the  recommended  improvement.  It  is 
the  committee’s  opinion  that  the  plan  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  is  urgently  needed  and  should  be  constructed  at  the  earliest 
date  practicable. 
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OUACHITA  RIVER,  MONROE,  LA. 

(H.  Doc.  328,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  city  of  Monroe  is  situated  on  the  left  bank  of  the 
Ouachita  River  in  northeastern  Louisiana,  about  70  miles  west  of 
Vicksburg,  Miss.,  and  100  miles  east  of  Shreveport,  La. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  Committees 
on  Public  Works  adopted  July  24,  1958,  and  June  3,  1959,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  the  city  of 
Monroe  provides  partial  protection  from  floods  on  the  Ouachita 
River  by  levees  and  a  floodwall  on  the  left  bank  at  Monroe  and  the 
right  bank  at  West  Monroe.  The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950 
authorized  partial  closure  of  a  gap  in  the  floodwall  at  Monroe  which 
has  not  been  constructed. 

Flood  problem. — During  major  floods  local  interests  construct  a 
mud-box  type  of  emergency  closure  to  prevent  flooding  through  the 
gap.  However,  there  is  a  possibility  that  an  adequate  structure 
could  not  be  constructed  in  time  or  that  it  might  fail,  leaving  a  highly 
developed  urban  area  subject  to  flood  damages. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  a  concrete 
wall  approximately  1,890  feet  in  length,  varying  in  height  from  5  to 
7%  feet,  generally  landward  of  the  top  bank  of  the  river  to  fill  the 
existing  gap. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1962). — 

Federal _  $520,  000 

Non-Federal _  400,  000 


Total _  920,  000 

Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$15,900 

$12,200 

1,700 

$28. 100 
1.700 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacements-  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

15, 900 

13.900 

29, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _  - 

85,900 
10. 100 

Total _  - 

96,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  make  relocations  and  alterations  of  streets,  build¬ 
ings,  equipment,  utilities,  and  other  obstructions  made  necessary  by 
by  the  construction  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages;  and  maintain  and  operate.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favored  closure  of  the  gap  but  requested 
reconsideration  of  an  alternative  plan  that  would  pace  the  wall 
riverward  of  the  buildings.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  advised  the 
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State  that  it  is  the  general  policy  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
recommend  for  construction  those  elements  or  added  increments 
where  the  added  benefits  exceed  the  added  costs.  It  is  the  view 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  that  although  construction  of  the 
fioodwall  adjacent  to  the  river  would  protect  an  additional  area 
not  protected  by  the  recommended  plan  the  additional  cost  for 
this  alternative  plan  is  greater  than  the  additional  benefits  that 
would  result,  and  therefore  should  not  be  recommended  to  Con¬ 
gress.  However,  should  local  interests  desire  the  alternative  plan, 
and  provided  modification  of  the  existing  project  is  authorized  by 
Congress,  that  plan  could  be  constructed  if  local  interests  are 
willing  to  pay  the  difference  in  Federal  cost  between  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan  and  the  alternative  plan. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  concurs  that  closure  of  the  fioodwall  at 
Monroe  is  a  logical  and  clearly  economical  undertaking.  It  notes  that 
the  State  of  Louisiana  desires  that  further  consideration  be  given  to 
an  alternative  plan  that  would  place  the  proposed  fioodwall  riverward 
of  existing  improvements.  The  committee  believes  that  in  planning 
and  designing  the  project,  careful  consideration  should  be  given  the 
State  proposal. 

BAYOU  BODCAU  RESERVOIR,  BAYOU  BODCAU,  AND  RED  CHUTE,  LOGGY, 
BLACK,  AND  CYPRESS  BAYOUS,  ARK.  AND  LA. 

(H.  Doc.  203,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bayou  Bodcau  drains  1,150  square  miles  in  southwestern 
Arkansas  and  northwestern  Louisiana.  It  rises  in  the  vicinity  of 
Hope,  Ark.,  flows  southerly  through  Bayou  Bodcau  Reservoir  and 
Bodcau  Lake  to  join  Cypress  Bayou  and  form  Red  Chute  Bayou. 
The  flow  continues  through  Red  Chute  Bayou,  Flat  River,  and 
Loggy  Bayou,  and  enters  Red  River  from  the  left  bank  about  40 
miles  below  Shreveport,  La. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  United  States,  adopted  June  13,  1956, 
and  May  23,  1957,  concerning  the  advisability  of  improvements  for 
flood  control  and  related  purposes. 

Existing  project. — Federal  flood  control  projects  in  the  area  include: 
The  existing  project  “Red  River  below  Denison  Dam,  Texas,  Okla¬ 
homa,  Arkansas,  and  Louisiana,”  which  provides  for  construction  of 
upstream  reservoirs  in  combination  with  existing  or  authorized  Federal 
and  non-Federal  levee  improvements,  channel  stabilization,  and 
incorporation  of  existing  projects.  Two  of  the  six  initially  authorized 
reservoirs,  Texarkana  and  Ferrells  Bridge,  are  now  in  operation,  and 
the  levee  and  bank  stabilization  feature  below  Fulton,  Ark.,  is  87 
percent  complete.  The  Bayou  Bodcau  Reservoir,  which  contains 
no  permanent  pool,  is  complete  for  flood  control;  the  “Bayou  Bodcau, 
Red  Chute,  and  Loggy  Bayou,  La.,”  project,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  August  18,  1941,  which  provides  for  channel  improve¬ 
ment  of  Loggy  Bayou,  Flat  River,  and  Red  Chute  Bayou,  has  been 
completed.  The  State  of  Louisiana  participated  in  the  improvement. 

Flood  problem. Since  1940,  five  floods  have  caused  major  damages 
in  the  basin.  Flooding  is  caused  by  headwater  overflow  from  Bayou 
Bodcau,  Cypress  Bayou,  Black  Bayou,  Flat  River,  Red  Chute  Bayou, 
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and  their  tributaries,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  by  backwater  from  Red 
River  entering  the  area  through  Loggy  Bayou.  The  average  annual 
flood  damages  are  estimated  at  $85,000  under  present  conditions  and 
$59,000  under  ultimate  conditions  with  the  authorized  upstream 
reservoirs  on  tributaries  of  Red  River  in  operation. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Extension  of  the  existing  levee 
along  Cypress  Bayou,  generally  in  a  southerly  direction  to  the  junction 
of  Cross  Bayou  and  Red  Chute  Bayou  and  thence  parallel  to  the 
west  bank  of  Red  Chute  for  a  distance  of  9.5  miles  with  channel 
clearing  and  snagging  on  Red  Chute  Bayou  between  miles  11  and  20.2 
above  the  mouth;  construction  of  the  Flat  River-Loggy  Bayou  levee 
which  would  extend  about  32.1  miles  from  the  lower  end  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  Red  River  levee  in  the  vicinity  of  Ninock,  La.,  along  the  high 
bank  of  Red  River  to  a  point  on  the  right  descending  bank  of  Loggy 
Bayou,  approximately  1  mile  above  its  mouth,  thence  along  the  right 
banks  of  Loggy  Bayou,  Flat  River,  Red  Chute,  and  Cutoff  Bayous, 
and  tie  into  the  existing  Red  River  levee  near  Taylortown,  La.;  and 
enlargement  of  11.6  miles  of  the  Flat  River  channel  from  Cutoff 
Bayou  to  Cooper  Bayou.  Landside  drainage,  sump  areas,  drainage 
structures,  relocation  of  pipelines  and  utilities,  and  modification  of 
bridges  would  be  required  in  connection  with  the  work. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1961). — 

Federal _  $1,524,000 

Non-Federal _  907,  000 

Total _  2,  431,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Tnt.p.rpst.  and  amortization  __  _  _  _  _  _  _  ..... 

$48, 700 

$55, 200 
24, 100 

$103, 900 
24, 100 

48, 700 

79, 300 

128. 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

$53, 400 
180, 600 

Increased  land  use _ 

Total. 

234, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation.— Provide  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way;  relo¬ 
cations  and  alterations  of  utilities;  hold  and  save;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ments  on  channels  and  ponding  areas;  maintain  and  operate;  accomp¬ 
lish  associated  drainage  works.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Generally  favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Generally  favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  protection  'that  'will  be 
provided  by  the  flood  control  works  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  will  provide  for  a  general  improvement  of  the  agricultural 
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practices  and  economy  in  a  portion  of  the  Red  River  Basin  in 
Louisiana. 

CADDO  DAM,  LA. 

(S.  Doc.  39,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Caddo  Dam  is  located  in  Caddo  Parish  about  19  miles 
northwest  of  Shreveport  in  northwestern  Louisiana  and  the  reservoir 
extends  upstream  on  Cypress  Creek  into  Texas. 

Authority. — -Resolution  of  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  January  2,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project,  Cypress  Bayou  and  water¬ 
way  from  Jefferson,  Tex.,  to  Shreveport,  La.,  provides  for  dredging 
and  straightening  the  channel,  removing  obstructions,  and  clearing 
the  banks  of  Twelve  Mile  Bayou  from  the  Red  River  at  Shreveport, 
La.,  to  Jefferson,  Tex.,  a  distance  of  about  66  miles;  and  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  dam  without  lock  at  the  foot  of  Caddo  Lake.  All  work  has 
been  completed.  The  existing  dam  consists  of  approximately  3,485 
feet  of  concrete  wall  supported  on  piling  which  has  a  crest  elevation 
of  170.5  feet. 

Problem. — The  existing  dam,  now  50  years  old,  is  in  very  poor 
condition.  About  600  feet  of  the  spillway  section  is  moving  down¬ 
stream  and  only  the  resistance  of  the  riprap  is  preventing  complete  fail¬ 
ure.  The  rate  of  movement  at  the  maximum  point  is  about  1  inch  per 
year.  The  dam  has  reached  a  stage  of  engineering  distress  so  that  it 
must  either  be  removed  so  as  not  to  constitute  a  hazard,  or  be  rebuilt 
to  maintain  the  status  quo.  If  the  dam  should  fail,  or  be  removed, 
the  degrading  of  the  river  would  eventually  cause  the  lake  to  drain 
and  the  resulting  conditions  would  be  worse  from  an  economic  stand¬ 
point  than  before  the  dam  was  built,  since  benefits  from  present  uses 
of  the  lake  would  be  lost  or  diminished.  There  is  no  legal  obligation 
which  would  require  perpetuating  or  replacing  the  existing  structure 
by  the  Federal  Government.  However,  in  view  of  the  history  of  the 
project,  the  present  uses  of  the  water  and  the  investments  which  have 
been  made  by  local  interests  in  reliance  upon  the  continued  existence 
of  the  lake,  there  would  appear  to  be  a  moral  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  Federal  Government  to  replace  the  dam. 

Becommended  plan  of  improvement. — Replacement  of  the  existing 
dam  at  the  earliest  practicable  date  with  a  new  structure  located  about 
200  feet  downstream,  having  the  same  flow  characteristics  as  the 
existing  dam.  The  improvement  would  consist  of  a  concrete  L-type 
wall  2,400  feet  long,  about  1,200  linear  feet  of  earth  embankment; 
collection  ditches  and  a  discharge  pond  downstream  of  the  concrete 
structure  with  a  final  stilling  basin  and  outlet  channel  leading  to 
Bayou  Black. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  196 Jf). — 

Federal _ _ _ _ _  $1,  934,  000 

Non-Federal _  28,  000 


Total 


1,  962,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$79,  000 

1  8,  000 

$1,000 

$80, 000 
8,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ 

87, 000 

1,000 

88. 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Navigation,  maintenance,  and  operation,  oilfield _ _ 

83, 000 
90,  000 
375,  000 
6,000 
427, 000 

Commercial  fishing _  _ _ 

Preservation  of  existing  land  values _ _ _  _ 

981, 000 

1  Under  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  maintenance  and  operation  would  be  a  non 
Federal  cost. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  and  maintenance;  and  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance. 

Comments  of  the  States  and,  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Javorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
concurs  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  set 
forth  below,  and  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission  of 
the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
recommends  construction  of  a  replacement  dam  at  Federal  expense, 
subject  to  willingness  of  local  interests  promptly  to  accept  and  assume 
ownership  thereof,  and  all  responsibility  for  subsequent  operation 
and  maintenance,  and  to  the  other  conditions  hereafter  mentioned. 

Under  the  above  provision  local  interests  would  be  responsible  for 
furnishing  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  construction; 
and  holding  and  saving  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
construction. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  also  recommends  that  the  authorization 
include  a  provision  for  adequate  public  access  and  recreation  develop¬ 
ment  under  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act,  the  exact  terms  to  be  arranged  within  the  range  of 
flexibility  provided  by  that  act. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  failure  of  the  existing  Federal 
reservoir  would  cause  large  losses  in  the  area  near  the  lake  in  Texas 
and  Louisiana. 

For  additional  comments  on  this  project,  see,  "Committee  Recom¬ 
mendations.” 

BUFFALO  BAYOU  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  WHITE  OAK  BAYOU,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  169,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — White  Oak  Bayou  is  a  tributary  of  Buffalo  Bayou  in  the 
San  Jacinto  River  Basin.  The  bayou,  with  a  drainage  area  of  about 
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113  square  miles,  lies  within  Harris  County  in  and  near  the  city  of 
Houston. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  April  20,  1948. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  flood  control  project  for 
Buffalo  Bayou  and  its  tributaries  above  the  Houston  turning  basin 
provides  for  the  construction  of  Barker  Dam  and  Reservoir  and 
Addicks  Dam  and  Reservoir  near  Houston;  and  for  rectification  of 
the  channels  of  Buffalo,  Brays,  and  White  Oak  Bayous  in  Houston. 
The  authorized  channel  rectification  of  White  Oak  Bayou  from  its 
mouth  to  channel  mile  8.5  is  in  the  preconstruction  planning  stage. 
An  existing  navigation  project  for  the  Houston  ship  channel  provides 
for  a  deep-draft  channel,  300  to  400  feet  wide  and  36  to  40  feet  deep, 
extending  from  Bolivar  Roads  at  the  lower  end  of  Galveston  Bay, 
via  the  San  Jacinto  River  and  Buffalo  Bayou,  to  the  Houston  turning- 
basin,  about  55  miles  inland  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Flood  problem. — The  present  channel  capacity  of  White  Oak 
Bayou  at  the  Burlington-Rock  Island  Railroad  bridge  is  estimated  at 
10,000  cubic  feet  per  second.  The  largest  flood  of  record  in  December 
1935  produced  a  discharge  of  14,750  cubic  feet  per  second.  The 
average  annual  damages  under  existing  conditions  are  estimated  at 
$91,000  and  for  conditions  of  full  development,  at  $113,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  for 
the  2.1 -mile  reach  of  White  Oak  Bayou  from  the  Burlington-Rock 
Island  Railroad  bridge  to  Cole  Creek  would  provide  for  enlargement 
and  partial  concrete  lining  of  the  channel  to  contain  the  runoff  result¬ 
ing  from  the  occurrence  of  a  standard  project  flood.  The  proposed 
plan  would  provide  the  same  degree  of  protection  to  this  portion  of 
the  urban  area  of  Houston  as  now  authorized  for  the  Federal  flood 
control  projects  for  Buffalo  Bayou,  Brays  Bayou,  and  the  lower  reach 
of  White  Oak  Bayou.  Damages  from  floods  larger  than  the  design 
flood  would  be  substantially  reduced.  The  work  would  include 
alteration  of  1  highway  bridge  and  1  footbridge;  construction  of  2  new 
highway  bridges ;  and  relocation  of  6  pipelines  and  sewer  lines,  1  tele¬ 
phone  conduit  structure,  and  22  drainage  structures. 

Estimated  cost  ( December  1963  prices). — 

Federal _ _ _  $1,800,000 

Non-Federal_  ^ _  670,  000 

Total _ _ _  2,470,000 


Project  economics. — • 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _  _ _ 

$57, 000 

0 

$21, 000 
4,000 

$78, 000 
4,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _  _ _ _ 

57, 000 

25, 000 

82,  000 
100,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for 
construction  of  the  project;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
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all  relocations  and  alterations  of  bridges,  except  railroad  bridges,  and 
of  all  buildings,  structures,  pipelines,  sewers,  and  utilities  made 
necessary  by  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  establish  and  enforce 
building  limit  lines  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  along  the 
improved  channel.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness 
to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  aware  that  the  flood  problem  in  the 
Greater  Houston  area  is  a  continuing  hazard  as  this  rapidly  growing 
metropolis  expands.  It  recognizes  the  need  to  extend  flood  control 
measures  as  conditions  warrant,  and  believes  the  proposed  project  is 
a  needed  and  desirable  undertaking. 

HIGHALND  BAYOU,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  168,  89th  Cong.) 

Locati on. —Highland  Bayou  is  a  small  coastal  stream  which  flows 
southeasterly  through  Galveston  County  to  enter  Jones  Bay  about 
5  miles  northwest  of  Galveston,  Tex. 

Authority. — Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  June 
30,  1948. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  flood  control  improvements  on 
Highland  Bayou. 

Flood  problem. — About  20,000  acres  of  urban  and  agricultural  lands, 
including  portions  of  the  cities  of  La  Marque  and  Hitchcock,  are 
subject  to  overflow  due  to  a  channel  that  is  inadequate  to  handle 
runoff  from  intense  local  thunderstorms  and  torrential  rainfall  as¬ 
sociated  with  tropical  storms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Enlargement  and  rectification 
of  Highland  Bayou,  construction  of  a  dam  about  8  miles  above  the 
mouth  to  divert  flows  from  the  upper  watershed  into  the  adjacent 
Basford  Bayou,  and  construction  of  a  diversion  channel  generally 
following  Basford  Bayou  to  Jones  Bay. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  August  1963). — 

Federal _  $3,500,000 

Non-Federal _  1,  370,  000 


Total _ _ _  4,870,000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$114, 000 

0 

$45, 000 
37, 000 

$159. 000 
37, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation.. . 

Total . .  . 

114,  000 

82,000 

196, 000 
671, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented. . 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  construction;  provide  all  relocations 
and  alterations  of  bridges,  except  railroad  bridges,  and  of  all  buildings, 
structures,  pipelines,  sewers,  utilities,  and  any  other  alterations  of 
existing  improvements  which  may  be  required  for  construction  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain 
and  operate;  provide  and  maintain  all  lateral  channels  and  drains 
that  may  be  necessary  for  proper  functioning  of  the  project;  prevent 
any  encroachment  on  the  flood-carrying  capacities  of  improved 
channels;  and  at  least  annually,  notify  all  interested  parties  that  the 
project  will  provide  protection  from  upstream  flooding  up  to  the 
standard  project  flood  but  will  not  provide  protection  from  hurricane 
or  storm  tide  flooding.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willing¬ 
ness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  The  Bureau 
noted,  however,  that  the  recommended  plan  would  provide  a  greater 
degree  of  protection  than  an  alternative  plan  which  on  the  basis  of 
the  evaluation  presented  would  provide  the  largest  excess  of  benefits 
over  costs.  The  Bureau  recognized,  on  the  basis  of  supplemental 
information,  that  construction  of  the  lower  degree  of  protection  could 
create  a  sense  of  security  inconsistent  with  that  level  of  protection, 
and  probably  would  induce  development  beyond  the  protective 
capacity  of  such  a  project.  On  this  basis  the  damage  potential  which 
might  be  expected  if  the  lower  level  of  protection  were  constructed 
could  exceed  that  estimated  in  the  report,  resulting  in  greater  residual 
flood  damages  and  lower  average  annual  benefits.  The  Bureau 
recognized,  therefore,  that  the  recommended  plan  which  would 
provide  the  highest  degree  of  protection  should  be  considered  the 
optimum  protection  plan,  showing  the  greatest  excess  of  annual 
benefits  over  annual  charges.  Revised  average  annual  benefits  are 
$696,000  and  the  benefit-cost  ratio  is  3.6  on  this  basis. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  this  local  protection  project  to 
be  a  sound  and  very  well  justified  undertaking.  It  notes  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  considers  the  benefit  evaluation  somewhat 
conservative  and  indicates  a  higher  benefit-cost  ratio  than  developed 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

TAYLORS  BAYOU,  TEX. 

(H.  Doc.  206,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Taylors  Bayou  is  located  in  the  southeast  corner  of 
Texas  and  it  drains  the  segment  of  coastal  plain  between  Port  Arthur 
and  Beaumont  on  the  east  and  Galveston  Bay  on  the  west. 

Authority. — Section  11  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  24, 
1946. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  project  for  flood  control  or  drainage 
in  the  watershed.  Local  interests  have  constructed  improvements  for 
drainage  in  the  agricultural  and  urban  areas  in  the  upper  basin  and 
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improved  portions  of  the  natural  channels  in  the  basin.  Also,  they 
have  constructed  a  salt  water  barrier  and  navigation  lock  near  the 
lower  end  of  Taylors  Bayou. 

Flood  problems. — A  total  of  nearly  80,000  acres  is  subject  to  flooding 
during  periods  of  intense  precipitation  because  of  inadequate  outlet 
channels  for  farm  drainage  and  for  floodwater  from  the  upper  reaches 
in  Hillebrandt  Bayou  in  the  city  of  Beaumont. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Enlargement  of  more  than  40 
miles  of  natural  and  artificial  channels  in  the  Taylors  Bayou  water¬ 
shed,  including  Hillebrandt  Bayou;  construction  of  a  diversion  chan¬ 
nel  via  the  Salt  Bayou  channel  to  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway 
with  a  salt  water  gate  at  the  upper  end;  and  construction  of  an  ade¬ 
quate  on-farm  and  group  lateral  drainage  system. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1961). — 

Federal _  $6,  290,  000 

Non- Federal _  1  12,  450,  000 

Total _ _  _  _  _ _ _ _  18,740,000 

1  Includes  $8,870,000  for  on-farm  drainage  improvements  above  the  major  outlet  channel. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... . . . . 

$235, 600 

$513, 000 
550, 200 

$748, 600 
550,200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _  ..  _ 

235, 600 

1, 063, 200 

1, 298, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

1, 492, 000 
2. 434. 000 

Increased  land  use _ 

Total . . . . . 

3, 926, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 3.0. 

Local  cooperation.— Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  make  alterations  and  relocations  of  structures  and 
utilities;  contribute  in  cash  6.3  percent  of  the  construction  cost  of  the 
work  to  be  done  on  the  Federal  project,  presently  estimated  at 
$421,000,  or  construct  such  additional  equivalent  items  of  work  as 
may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Federal  Government  and  local  interests, 
subject  to  final  adjustment  of  the  amount  after  actual  costs  and 
values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages;  maintain  and  operate;  prevent  encroachment  in  the 
flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved  channels  and  diversion  chan¬ 
nel;  and  construct  and  maintain  the  local  drainage  works  required 
to  fully  and  effectively  utilize  the  improved  outlet  system.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  then*  willingness  and  ability  to  meet  these 
requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
does  not  believe  that  sufficient  reason  exists  for  crediting  local  interests 
for  work  accomplished  by  such  interests  prior  to  project  authorization; 
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ocated 
rearing 


and  accordingly,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  that  the 
conditions  of  local  cooperation  be  applied  only  to  the  new  work 
recommended  for  construction.  On  that  basis  and  on  conditions 
and  price  levels  prevailing  in  July  1961,  the  Bureau  notes  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  the  project  would  be  $7,916,000  of  which  $3,008,000 
would  be  allocated  to  flood  control  and  $4,908,000  would  be  allocated 
to  major  drainage  purposes.  Given  these  conditions  and  current 
policies,  local  interests  would  then  be  expected  to  contribute  the 
cost  of  lands  and  relocations  ($458,000)  for  the  flood  control  portion 
of  the  project  and  50  percent  ($2,454,000)  of  the  total  cost  al 
to  drainage  purposes.  This  would  result  in  the  local  interests  ' 

36.8  percent  or  $2,912,000  of  the  total  estimated  first  cost  of  the 
project.  The  Bureau  also  notes  that  the  information  on  which  the 
report  is  based  is  in  large  part  over  10  years  old  and  that  no  specific 
justification  is  presented  for  the  substantial  increase  in  benefits  which 
is  incorporated  in  the  updating  of  the  report  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
Accordingly,  if  the  project  is  authorized,  the  Bureau  would  expect  a 
reevaluation  of  the  project  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
the  construction.  The  Bureau  advises  that  subject  to  consideration 
of  its  views,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  in  the  view  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  a  reevaluation 
of  the  project  should  be  made  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction.  The  Secretary  recommends  that  local  interests  con¬ 
tribute  25.4  percent  toward  the  cost  of  construction  in  lieu  of  6.3 
percent,  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  On  this  basis 
the  estimated  net  cost  to  the  United  States  would  be  $5,004,000  for 
construction  and  the  estimated  non-Federal  cost  would  be  $2,912,000 
including  $1,205,000  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  reloca¬ 
tions,  and  a  cash  contribution  of  $1,707,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  plan  of  improvement 
would  reduce  flooding  on  nearly  80,000  acres  of  agricultural  land  near 
Port  Arthur  and  Beaumont,  Tex.,  and  recommends  authorization  of 
the  project  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers. 

EL  PASO,  EL  PASO  COUNTY,  TEX. 


(H.  Doc.  207,  89th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  city  of  El  Paso  is  in  west  Texas  on  the  left  bank  of 
the  Rio  Grande  in  the  reach  which  forms  the  international  boundary 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico.  The  drainage  area  of  the 
arroyos  that  flood  El  Paso  and  vicinity  is  128  square  miles,  a  large 
part  of  which  is  in  the  city  limits. 

Authority. — Section  206  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  3, 
1958. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  flood  control  improvements  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  problem  area  under  consideration. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  from  the  steep  arroyos  reach  high  velocities 
which  cause  destruction  of  improvements  and  severe  erosion  of  land  in 
urban,  suburban,  and  agricultural  areas.  Estimated  value  of  property 
and  improvements  subject  to  flooding  is  over  a  quarter  billion  dollars. 
Future  average  annual  damages  are  estimated  at  $1,090,000. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  recommended  project  is  a 
single-purpose,  local  protection  project  for  flood  control  at  El  Paso. 
The  project  would  be  comprised  of  four  independent  elements,  one  of 
which  would  be  in  the  northwest  part  of  El  Paso,  one  in  the  central 
part,  and  two,  the  Copper  system  and  Bluff  Channel,  in  the  southeast 
part.  The  plan  consists  generally  of  detention  dams,  diversions, 
interceptor  and  outfall  channels,  and  appurtenant  structures.  The 
proposed  improvements  in  the  northwest  area  and  Bluff  Channel  in 
the  southeast  area  would  change  flow  conditions  in  an  international 
section  of  the  Rio  Grande.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  the 
improvements  in  the  central  area  and  the  Copper  system  in  the 
southeast  area  be  constructed  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  that  con¬ 
struction  of  improvements  in  the  northwest  area  and  the  Bluff  Channel 
in  the  southeast  area  be  deferred  until  such  time  as  construction  is 
initiated  on  the  improvements  which  may  be  required  to  increase  the 
capacity  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  its  floodway  by  the  International 
Boundary  and  Water 'Commission. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1064)  ■ — 

Federal _ _  $12,  493,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  131,  000 


Total _  15,  624,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Area 

1st  costs 

Annual 

charges 

Total 

benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

Northwest: 

Federal  _ _ _ _  _ 

$3,  344,  000 
729,  000 

$105,  830 
55, 170 

Non-Federal..  _  __  _  _ _ _ 

Total,  northwest  area. .  _ __ 

Central: 

Federal .  _  _ _ _  _  _ _ _ 

4, 073,  000 

161, 000 

$537,  200 

3.3 

7,310,000 

622,000 

231,  300 
67,  700 

Non-Federal  _________ 

Total,  central  area  _ _ 

Southeast: 

Copper  system: 

Federal  _ 

7, 932, 000 

299,  000 

336, 000 

1. 1 

754,  000 
635,  700 

23,  860 
26, 140 

Non-Federal  _ _ _  _  ___ 

Subtotal,  Copper  system  _ _ 

Bluff  Channel: 

Federal.  _  _ _ _ 

1,  389,  700 

50,  000 

(53,  500) 

1. 1 

1, 085, 000 
1, 144,  300 

34,  340 
50,  660 

Non-Federal _  __  _  ___  _ 

Subtotal,  Bluff  Channel  ___  _  ___ 

Total  southeast: 

Federal _  _  _ _ 

2,  229,  300 

85,  000 

(106,  200) 

1.2 

1,  839, 000 
1,  780,  000 

58,  200 
76,  800 

Non-Federal  .  _ _ _ _  _  __ 

Total,  southeast  area _ _ 

3. 619, 000 

135, 000 

159,  700 

1.2 

El  Paso  local  protection  project: 

Federal  __  _  _  _ _ _ _ _  _ 

12,  493,  000 
3, 131,  000 

395,  330 
199,  670 

Non-Federal  __  _  ._  _ _  _ 

Total  project _ 

15, 624, 000 

595,  000 

1,  032, 900 

1.7 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  com- 
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pletion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army;  make  any  alterations  to  existing  improvements,  other  than 
railroads  or  improvements  constructed  and  maintained  by  the  United 
States,  which  may  be  required  because  of  the  construction  works;  pre¬ 
vent  encroachment  on  all  of  the  project  works  which  would  reduce 
their  design  capacities  ;  take  steps  to  prevent  encroachment  on  existing 
defined  waterways  tributary  to  the  project  by  zoning  or  other  means 
such  as  enlargement,  or  other  modifications,  of  the  existing  waterway 
facilities,  to  prevent  the  minor  flood  problems  in  these  tributary 
waterways  from  developing  into  problems  of  serious  proportions;  and 
inform  all  concerned  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
that  the  project  is  designed  to  control  floods  originating  above  the 
structures  and  that  some  residual  flooding  may  be  expected  from 
precipitation  occurring  below  the  structures.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  cooperate. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior;  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Mexico:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission:  Concur,  with 
the  understanding  that  construction  of  improvements  in  north¬ 
west  area  and  Bluff  Channel  be  deferred  until  such  time  as 
construction  is  initiated  on  works  that  may  be  required  on  the 
Rio  Grande  by  the  Boundary  and  Water  Commission. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Indicated  there  was  no 
assurance  agreement  will  be  reached  between  Mexico  and  the  United 
States  concerning  modification  of  the  Rio  Grande  project  and  in  that 
event,  alternative  measures  would  be  required  for  protecting  parts 
of  the  city  of  El  Paso.  The  Bureau  expects  that  if  an  alternative 
plan  is  developed  a  showing  of  economic  feasibility  will  precede 
any  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction.  Subject  to  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  comment  the  Bureau  has  no  objection  to  submission  of 
the  report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
recommends  deferral  of  construction  of  the  improvements  for  the 
northwest  area  and  the  Bluff  Channel  in  the  southeast  area  until 
construction  is  started  on  improvements  which  may  be  required  to 
increase  the  capacity  of  the  Rio  Grande  floodway  by  the  International 
Boundary  and  Water  Commission.  The  committee  concurs  in  this 
recommendation  and  believes  that  construction  of  the  other  elements 
in  the  plan  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  urgently  needed 
for  flood  protection  at  El  Paso. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER,  LAS  ANIMAS,  COLO. 

(II.  Doc.  1G9,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Las  Animas  is  located  on  the  south  bank  of  the  Arkansas 
River  in  southeastern  Colorado  about  75  miles  upstream  from  the 
Colorado-Kansas  State  line. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Commerce  Committee 
adopted  September  30,  1942,  and  the  House  Food  Control  Committee 
adopted  July  2,  1943. 
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Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  flood  control  project  at  Las 
Animas.  The  Pueblo  Reservoir  authorized  for  construction  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  as  an  element  of  the  Fryingpan- Arkansas 
project  is  located  about  117  miles  upstream  from  Las  Animas  and  it 
will  reduce  floodflows  materially. 

Flood  problem. — Sediment  deposited  in  the  river  channel  has  gradu¬ 
ally  reduced  the  capacity  so  that  overbank  flow  now  occurs  at  about 
6,500  cubic  feet  per  second  and  urban  flooding  occurs  at  10,000  cubic- 
feet  per  second.  The  maximum  flood  of  record  with  a  peak  flow  of 
187,000  cubic  feet  per  second  would  cause  more  than  $3  million  in 
damages  which  would  be  reduced  to  about  $2.5  million  with  Pueblo 
Reservoir  constructed. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  a  levee  about 
9.6  miles  long  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Arkansas  River  beginning 
about  5%  miles  upstream  from  the  city  of  Las  Animas  and  extending 
downstream  to  the  mouth  of  the  Purgatoire  River,  a  left  bank  levee 
extending  about  1  mile  upstream  from  the  junction  of  Colorado  State 
Highway  194  and  U.S.  Highway  50,  protective  measures  for  the 
levees,  and  interior  drainage  works. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  oj  January  1863). — 

Federal _  $1,  541,  000 

Non-Federal _  184,  000 


Total _ _  1,  725,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization..  ...  _ _  __  _ 

$48, 800 

$5, 800 
4, 400 

$54, 600 
4,400 

Maintenance  and  operation.  .  .  . 

Total.  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented...  _  _ _ _ _ _ 

48, 800 

10,200 

59,000 

70, 500 
3,900 

Increased  land  utilization.  _  _  _ _ _ _  . 

Total _  ...  ...  ...  . 

74,400 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  easements  required 
for  flood-zoning  purposes  in  the  ponding  areas;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  at  least  annually  inform  individuals 
concerned  about  the  residual  flood  problem  involved  owing  to  tem¬ 
porary  ponding;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  river  channel,  which 
would  reduce  the  design  flow  capacity  through  the  leveed  section  and 
on  the  ponding  areas  and  interior  drains;  and,  if  ponding  area  capacity 
is  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pump¬ 
ing  capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States;  make  any 
alterations  to  existing  improvements,  other  than  railroad  bridges  and 
approaches  in  connection  therewith;  and  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion,  including  the  overbank  clearing  under  and 
between  the  new  highway  bridge  and  the  existing  railroad  bridge. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  require¬ 
ments. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Colorado:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  the  project  to  be  well  formulated 
and  notes  that  due  consideration  has  been  given  the  plans  of  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation.  The  committee  is  convinced  that  the  plan 
as  proposed  will  greatly  ameliorate  an  existing  problem  of  sediment 
deposition  in  the  reach  of  the  river  at  Las  Animas. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES  AT  GREAT  BEND,  KANS. 

(H.  Doc.  165,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— Great  Bend,  the  county  seat  of  Barton  County,  is 
located  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Arkansas  River  at  river  mile  873  about 
228  miles  downstream  from  the  Colorado-Kansas  State  line.  The 
city  is  bordered  on  the  north  and  east  by  the  Walnut  Creek  watershed 
and  on  the  south  by  the  Arkansas  River. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  House  Flood  Control  Committee 
adopted  July  2,  1943,  and  January  21,  1944. 

Existing  ■project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  at 
Great  Bend.  Local  interests  in  cooperation  with  the  Works  Progress 
Administration  constructed  some  flood  protection  works  on  the 
Arkansas  River  and  Little  Walnut  Creek. 

Flood  problem.— Aggradation  from  sediment  deposit  has  reduced  the 
channel  capacities  to  4,000  cubic  feet  per  second  on  the  Arkansas 
River  and  2,100  cubic  feet  per  second  on  Walnut  Creek.  The 
maximum  flood  of  record  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend, 
which  was  partially  controlled  by  John  Martin  Dam,  and  a  peak 
discharge  at  Great  Bend  of  20,200  cubic  feet  per  second.  A  recurrence 
of  a  discharge  of  this  magnitude  under  existing  conditions  would 
cause  damages  estimated  at  $1,770,000.  The  maximum  flood  of 
record  on  Walnut  Creek  had  a  discharge  of  12,700  cubic  feet  per 
second  near  Albert,  about  14  miles  northwest  of  the  city.  A  recurrence 
of  this  flood  would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $2,345,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  6.2  miles  of 
leveed  channel  to  divert  Walnut  Creek  floodflows  around  Great  Bend 
into  the  Arkansas  River  at  a  point  southwest  of  and  upstream  from 
the  city;  a  leveed  channel  1.5  miles  long  to  direct  Little  Walnut  Creek 
floodflows  into  the  Walnut  diversion  channel;  6  miles  of  improved 
channel  with  levees  along  the  Arkansas  River;  and  a  tieback  levee 
4.3  miles  long  on  the  left  bank  of  the  river  upstream  from  the  entrance 
of  the  Walnut  diversion  channel;  and  appurtenant  works. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1963). — 

Federal _  $4,  030,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  810,  000 


Total 


5,  840,  000 
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Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$127, 600 

0 

$57, 280 
29, 820 

$184, 880 
29, 820 

Total _ _ _  _ 

127, 600 

87, 100 

214,  700 

Annual  benefits: 

826, 800 
16, 400 

843, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way, 
and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project, 
including  easements  required  for  flood-zoning  purposes  in  the  ponding 
areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works  and  free  from  claims  as  a  result  of  flooding  from 
residual  interior  runoff  during  operation  of  the  project;  prohibit  any 
encroachment  on  the  design  capacities  of  the  river  channel,  diversion 
channels,  interior  drains,  and  ponding  areas;  and  if  the  ponding  area 
capacities  are  impaired,  provide  promptly,  without  cost  to  the  United 
States,  substitute  storage  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity;  inform 
periodically  all  concerned,  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  that  some  flooding  will  continue  to  occur  because  of 
temporary  ponding;  make  any  alterations  to  existing  improvements, 
other  than  railroad  bridges  and  approaches  connected  therewith; 
provide  fences  on  both  sides  of  the  Walnut  diversion  channel  for 
structural  protection  and  as  a  safety  measure  during  periods  of  high 
flow;  and  maintain  and  operate  the  works  after  completion  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  a  serious  local  flood  problem 
exists  at  the  city  of  Great  Bend,  and  will  become  more  critical.  It 
believes  the  project  as  proposed  is  highly  justified  and  notes  that  local 
interests  are  willing  to  participate  to  a  sizable  extent  toward  its 
construction. 

JOHN  REDIIOND  RESERVOIR,  GRAND  (NEOSHO)  RIVER,  KANS. 

(S.  Doc.  27,  89th  Cong.) 

Proposed  project  modification  for  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  a 
National  Wildlife  Refuge 

Authority. — Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  approved  August 
12,  1958  (Public  Law  85-624).  The  modification  would  provide  for 
acquisition  of  fee  title  to  certain  lands  for  wildlife  purposes  which 
will  require  specific  authorization  by  Congress. 
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Existing  project. — The  John  Redmond  Dam  and  Reservoir  was 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  1950  as  a  unit  in  the 
general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control,  water  conservation,  and 
other  beneficial  water  resource  uses  in  the  Grand  (Neosho)  River 
Basin.  The  dam  will  impound  water  forming  a  conservation  pool  of 
9,400  acres.  Construction  of  the  authorized  project  was  about  99 
percent  complete  as  of  April  30,  1965. 

Wildlife  problem. — A  study  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife  indicated  that  the  Grand  (Neosho)  River  valley  is  one  of  the 
principal  migration  routes  for  certain  geese  and  ducks.  Also,  the 
John  Redmond  Reservoir  is  strategically  located  and  provides  an 
excellent  opportunity  to  develop  the  waterfowl  potential  of  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  national  wildlife  refuge  as 
proposed  will  use  the  John  Redmond  Reservoir  upstream  from  the 
town  of  Ottumwa,  Kans.  The  total  acreage  proposed  includes  24,020 
acres  of  land  and  water.  In  addition  to  lands  required  for  other 
project  purposes,  the  refuge  involves  converting  3,400  acres  from 
flowage  easement  to  fee  purchase  within  the  reservoir  area,  and 
acquisition  in  fee  of  about  320  acres  adjoining  the  reservoir. 

Estimated  cost. — 

Federal 


Corps  of  Engineers _  $730,  000 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service _  585,  000 

Total _  1,315,000 


The  land  will  be  purchased  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  responsible  for  development,  opera¬ 
tions  and  maintenance,  including  funding  of  these  items. 

Project  economics. — 


Lands 

Develop¬ 

ment 

Total 

$730,  000 
730, 000 

$585,  000 
585,  000 

$1, 315, 000 
1,315,  000 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

19,900 

16,  900 
75,  500 

35, 900 
75,  500 

Operations  and  maintenance _  _ 

Total _ 

19, 900 

91,  500 

111,400 

Annual  benefits: 

111,400 
30,000 
25,  000 

Total _ _ 

166,  400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  committee  has  considered  the  recommendations  of 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior,  and 
the  U.S.  Army  Engineers,  Department  of  Defense,  for  developing  a 
national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunction  with  the  lands  and  waters  of 
the  project.  The  committee  believes  that  the  modification  of  the 
project  is  desirable  and  should  be  authorized  at  this  time. 
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WALNUT  RIVER,  KANS. 

(H.  Doc.  232,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Walnut  River  is  in  southeastern  Kansas;  it  runs 
generally  southward  and  joins  the  Arkansas  River  near  the  Ivansas- 
Oklahoma  State  line. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  October  16,  1951. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal 
reservoir  projects  in  the  basin.  Local  flood  protection  projects  at 
Augusta  and  Winfield  were  constructed  in  1936-38  by  the  Works 
Progress  Administration. 

Flood  problem. — Major  flooding  occurred  in  1923,  1928,  1944,  1945, 
1951,  and  1953.  An  average  of  one  flood  occurs  on  the  main  stem  and 
major  tributaries  each  year.  More  than  100,000  acres  are  subject 
to  flooding.  Average  annual  flood  damages  are  nearly  $1  million. 
Also,  there  have  been  droughts  and  extended  periods  of  low  flows, 
resulting  in  shortages  of  water. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  three 
multiple-purpose  reservoirs  for  flood  control,  conservation,  recreation, 
and  fish  and  wildlife,  together  with  local  flood  protection  projects  at 
El  Dorado  and  Winfield. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1963). — 

Federal _ 1  $66,  036,  000 

Non-Federal _  770,  000 

Total _ _  66,  806,  000 

■  United  States  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $14,131,000  for 
water  supply  and  $879,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Construction  costs. — 


Reservoirs : 

El  Dorado _ _ _ _ - _ _ $23,  300,  000 

Towanda _  23,  000,  000 

Douglass _  18,  200,  000 


Total,  reservoirs _  64,  500,  000 


Local  protection  works: 

El  Dorado _  1,  795,  000 

Winfield _  511,000 


Total,  local  protection _  2,  306,  000 


Total  project _  66,  806,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Reservoirs: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _  .  _ _ 

$2, 157,  500 
164,  400 

$2, 157,  500 
255, 900 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  __  _ 

$91, 500 

Total 

2, 321, 900 

91,  600 

2,  413,  400 

Local  protection  works: 

Interest  and  amortization.-.  _  __  _ 

50, 100 

0 

24, 400 
9,300 

74,  500 
9,300 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement. . . . 

Total 

50, 100 

33,  700 

83,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Reservoirs: 

949,  900 
665,  300 
447, 800 
787, 000 

Wat.p.r  supply 

Total _ _  _  _  _  _ 

2,  850, 000 
123,  000 

Local  protection  works:  Flood  control. ._  _  _ _ _ _ 

Benefit-Cost  ratios. — 


Reservoirs : 

El  Dorado _  1.2 

Towanda _  1.  2 

Douglass _  1.  2 


Local  protection  works. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — For  the  reservoirs:  Reimburse  the  United 
States  for  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  storage,  currently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $14,131,000  for  construction  and  $48,600  annually  for 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacements;  bear  first  and  annual  costs 
associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in 
accordance  with  current  policy,  presently  estimated  at  $879,000  and 
$42,900,  respectively;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  from  water 
rights  claims;  keep  local  people  advised  of  project  effects  for  flood 
protection.  For  the  local  protection  projects:  Provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  projects;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  make  all  alterations  of  high¬ 
ways,  highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities  occasioned  by 
the  construction  works;  acquire  fee  title  to  lands  designated  for  borrow 
and  ponding  purposes  and  flowage  easements  over  lands  designated 
for  ponding  purposes  only;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  existing  and 
improved  channels. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Recommended  modification  of  the 
plan  of  improvement  by  acquisition  of  1,280  acres  of  additional 
land  for  wildlife  management  purposes  to  mitigate  wildlife  losses 
associated  with  El  Dorado  Reservoir,  also  fencing  be  provided 
for  all  lands  to  be  used  for  wildlife  purposes,  and  funds  in  the 
amount  of  $30,000  be  furnished  the  Kansas  Forestry,  Fish  and 
Game  Commission  for  initial  development  of  wildlife  habitat. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  that  reasonable  effort  should  be 
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made  to  develop  an  economic  analysis  to  provide  an  aid  to  judg¬ 
ment  as  a  basis  for  comparison  of  provisions  for  the  mitigation 
of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  other  project  values  and  with 
possible  alternative  offsetting  measures.  On  the  basis  of  avail¬ 
able  information  and  assuming  a  reasonable  value  of  man-day 
use  it  was  concluded  that  the  mitigating  measures  were  not 
justified. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
noted  that  the  State  of  Kansas  has  raised  questions  concerning  the 
quality  of  water  to  be  released  from  the  proposed  Towanda  Reservoir. 
The  Bureau  expects  that  a  review  of  these  aspects  would  be  made 
before  funds  are  requested  for  initiation  of  construction  of  the  To¬ 
wanda  project.  The  Bureau  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  plan  of 
improvement  would  have  prevented  most  of  the  damages  from  the 
June  1965  flood,  one  of  the  most  severe  floods  of  record.  Nearly 
$3.5  million  in  damages  would  have  been  prevented  in  cities  like 
Augusta  and  to  crops  that  were  in  advanced  growth  or  ready  for 
harvesting. 

For  additional  comments  on  this  project,  see  “Committee  recom¬ 
mendations.” 


SHIDLER  RESERVOIR,  SALT  CREEK,  OKLA. 

(H.  Doc.  242,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Salt  Creek  is  a  tributary  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  north - 
central  Oklahoma. 

Authority. — Section  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  18, 
1941,  and  also  a  resolution  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  February  21,  1958. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  on  Salt 
Creek. 

Flood  problem. — Annual  flood  losses  are  estimated  to  average 
$86,600.  There  is  a  need  for  a  dependable  source  of  water  supply  for 
municipal  and  industrial  purposes  and  for  water  quality  control. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  reservoir  on 
Salt  Creek  near  Shidler,  to  serve  the  purposes  of  flood  control,  water 
conservation,  and  recreation. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1063). — 

Federal _ $6,  150,  000 

Non-Federal _  (*) 

Total _  6,  150,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  an  estimated  $967,000  for  water  supply  and  $119,000  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife. 
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Project  economics.— 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $200,  200 

Maintenance  and  operation  and  recreation _  57,  800 


Total _  258,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  131,  300 

Water  supply _ _  51,500 

Quality  control _  28,  500 

Recreation _  92,  000 


Total _  303,  300 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 

Local  cooperation. — Reimburse  the  United  States  for  all  costs 
allocated  to  water  supply  storage,  currently  estimated  at  $967,000  for 
construction  and  $11,000  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacements;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  current  policy, 
presently  estimated  at  $119,000  and  $13,600,  respectively;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  from  water  rights  claims;  keep  local  interests 
advised  that  the  reservoir  will  not  afford  total  flood  protection. 
Local  interests  indicate  willingness  to  meet  all  the  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
commented  that  the  interests  of  the  Osage  Indians  could  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  project;  and  that  the  plan  does  not 
provide  adequately  for  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  assured  the  Secretary  that  planning  and 
construction  activities  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  to  insure  fair  and  equitable  adjustments  for 
damages  and  adverse  effects  attributable  to  the  project;  also, 
that  while  much  study  was  given  the  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  aspects  of  the  proposed  project,  these  values  will  be 
reexamined  prior  to  construction. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
pointed  out  that  a  significant  portion  of  the  benefits  from  the  flood 
control,  recreation,  and  conservation  functions  of  the  proposed  reser¬ 
voir  would  not  be  derived  for  many  years,  and  accordingly,  that  the 
project  is  substantially  justified  on  the  basis  of  expected  future  re¬ 
quirements.  Accordingly,  the  Budget  expects  that  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  the  conservation  and  flood  control  benefits,  in  particular, 
would  be  critically  examined. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  Shidler  Reservoir  is  an 
important  unit  for  the  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Basin  and  for  the  economic  development  of  northern 
Oklahoma  and  further  believes  that  it  should  be  authorized  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
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BIG  CREEK  AT  HAYS,  KANS. 

(S.  Doc.  22,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Big-  Creek  is  a  left-bank  tributary  of  Smoky  Hill  River 
in  west-central  Kansas.  Hays,  county  seat  of  Ellis  County,  has  a 
population  of  about  12,000. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  May  29,  1951. 

Existing  project: — While  there  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements 
in  the  Big  Creek  Basin,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  currently 
preparing  a  feasibility  report  on  the  Ellis  irrigation  unit,  which  in¬ 
cludes  a  multiple-purpose  reservoir  at  the  Round  Mound  site  about 
17  miles  upstream  from  Hays. 

Flood  problem.— Flooding  at  Hays  is  caused  by  overflows  from  Big 
Creek,  Lincoln  Draw,  and  Chetolah  Creek.  Although  the  frequency 
and  maximum  severity  of  Big  Creek  floods  at  Hays  would  be  reduced 
by  the  potential  Round  Mound  Reservoir,  a  recurrence  of  the  1951 
flood  would  be  largely  unaffected,  since  the  storm  which  generated 
that  flood  was  centered  below  the  damsite.  Average  annual  flood 
damages,  under  existing  conditions,  are  estimated  at  about  $265,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  channel 
improvements  and  levees  along  Big  Creek,  a  diversion  channel  and 
levee  on  Lincoln  Draw,  and  a  detention  structure,  channel  improve¬ 
ments,  and  levees  on  Chetolah  Creek. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1963). — 

Federal _ $2,  702,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  009,  000 


Total _  3,  711,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _  _  _ 

$85, 600 

0 

$33, 200 
7,900 

$118,800 

7,900 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

85,600 

41, 100 

126, 700 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

243,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio . — ■  1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  etc.; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  from  damages;  perform  necessary 
alterations  and  relocations  of  utilities  and  structures;  maintain  and 
operate  the  project;  prevent  encroachments  on  improved  channels; 
keep  local  people  informed  of  project  effects.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  city  of  Hays  is  a  well-developed  community  sub¬ 
ject  to  relatively  high  annual  flood  damages  considering  its  size  and 
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population.  The  recommended  work  is  considered  clearly  justified, 
and  the  committee  urges  adoption  of  the  project. 

LITTLE  NEMAHA  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  NEBR. 

(H.  Doc.  160,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  Little  Nemaha  River  is  a  right  bank  tributary  of  the 
Missouri  River  in  southeastern  Nebraska.  The  basin  has  a  length  of 
about  60  miles  and  an  area  of  885  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  June  21,  1944. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  corps  project  entirely  within 
the  basin.  A  completed  unit  of  the  Missouri  River  agricultural  levee 
project  is  located  along  the  right  bank  of  the  Missouri  River  above  and 
below  the  mouth  of  the  Little  Nemaha  River,  with  tieback  levees 
along  both  banks  of  that  tributary. 

Flood  problem.— The  principal  flood  problem  is  in  the  lower  segment 
of  the  basin,  where  average  annual  flood  damages  exceed  $100,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Levees  and  appurtenant  im¬ 
provements  on  Little  Nemaha  River  downstream  from  the  vicinity 
of  Brock  to  the  upstream  end  of  existing  tieback  levees,  a  distance  of 
about  20  miles.  Tributary  tieback  levees  would  be  built  along  numer¬ 
ous  tributary  streams. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  July  1963). — 

Federal _ $1,  524,  000 

Non-Federal _  236,  000 


Total _  1,  760,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$59, 200 

$9, 200 
4, 700 

$68, 400 
4,700 

Maintenance  and  operation.  .  __  ...  ...  _.  . 

Total . . .....  .  ._  _ _ _ _ 

59, 200 

13,900 

73,100 
118, 200 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
operation  of  these  works,  including  those  necessary  for  ponding  of 
interior  drainage;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  necessary  alterations  or  replacements  of  bridges,  roads, 
miscellaneous  utilities,  and  other  existing  improvements,  except  rail¬ 
road  bridges  and  approaches,  required  in  connection  with  these  works; 
prevent  encroachments  on  the  improved  channels  that  would  impair 
their  capacity;  maintain  and  operate  the  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ; 
and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  levees  will 
provide  protection  against  floodflows  only  slightly  greater  than  that 
experienced  during  the  flood  of  July  1958  at  Auburn.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  comply. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Nebraska:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  careful  consideration  has  been 
given  to  numerous  alternative  plans  for  dealing  with  the  water  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  area,  and  that  the  recommended  plan  meets  with  the  de¬ 
sires  of  local  interests,  is  functionally  suitable,  and  amply  justified. 

BIG  SIOUX  RIVER,  IOWA  AND  S.  DAK. 

(H.  Doc.  199,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Big  Sioux  River  rises  in  northeastern  South  Dakota 
and  flows  generally  south  to  join  the  Missouri  River  just  above 
Sioux  City,  Iowa. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  'project. — There  is  a  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the 
basin  providing  for  channel  improvement,  levees,  and  a  diversion 
channel  at  the  city  of  Sioux  Falls.  Also,  there  is  an  authorized  but 
unconstructed  harbor  project  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  at  Sioux 
City,  Iowa. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  generate  from  snowmelt  in  the  spring  and 
from  heavy  rainfalls  in  early  and  late  summer.  The  channel  of  the 
lower  Big  Sioux  River  is  tortuous  and  winding  and  its  capacity  is 
small  causing  frequent  flooding  of  agricultural  lands  and  improvements 
in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  enlargement, 
cleanout,  and  channel  cutoffs  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  from  its  mouth 
to  about  2  miles  north  of  Akron,  Iowa.  Minor  alterations  to  one 
highway  bridge  and  two  short  sections  of  gravel  road  would  be 
required. 

Estimated  cost  ( October  1963  prices). — 


Federal _  $6,  400,  000 

Non-Federal _  384,  000 

Total _  6,  784,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $265,  500 

Maintenance  and  operation _  20,  000 

Total _  285,  500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _  324,600 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  all 
necessary  alterations  and  relocations;  maintain  and  operate  the  proj¬ 
ect;  hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  lands  required 
for  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  measures;  develop,  manage,  and  main¬ 
tain  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  and  habitat  areas;  keep  local  interests 
advised  of  flood  protection  effectiveness  of  the  improvement.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  comply. 
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Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Does  not  concur  in  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation 
plan.  Have  expressed  the  view  that  the  report  should  be  de¬ 
layed  pending  results  of  authorized  study  of  upstream  reservoirs. 
It  is  the  view  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  that  the  proposed  project 
will  be  compatible  with,  and  enhanced  by,  any  future  flood 
control  plan  that  might  be  developed  for  the  upper  basin,  and 
will  not  become  redundant  as  a  result  of  any  upstream  reservoirs 
that  may  later  be  authorized  and  built.  It  is  his  further  view 
that  this  proposed  project  will  not  bar  consideration  of  other 
projects  which  may  be  developed  in  the  basin  in  the  future. 
He  therefore  recommends  authorization  of  the  project  without 
further  delay.  If  the  project  is  authorized,  the  corps  will  con¬ 
tinue  coordination  with  concerned  interests  during  advanced 
planning  with  a  view  to  developing  a  mutually  agreeable  fish 
and  wildlife  mitigation  plan. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  State  of  South  Dakota 
favors  the  project.  Also,  that  a  preponderance  of  affected  local 
interests  in  the  area  to  be  protected  favor  the  project,  but  the  State 
of  Iowa  does  not  concur  completely  in  the  plan.  The  committee 
believes  the  project  is  a  worthy  undertaking,  but  that  in  its  planning 
and  design  phases  continued  effort  should  be  made  to  develop  a  project 
mutally  agreeable,  insofar  as  possible,  to  all  concerned. 

CHARITON  AND  LITTLE  CHARITON  RIVERS,  IOWA  AND  MO. 

(H.  Doc.  238,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers  are  left-bank 
tributaries  of  the  Missouri  River  which  together  drain  an  area  of 
3,080  square  miles  in  southern  Iowa  and  north-central  Missouri. 

Authority.- — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  project. — Three  sections  of  channel  improvement  along  main 
stem  of  the  Chariton  completed  in  1950  and  1952.  A  tieback  levee 
at  the  mouth  of  the  Chariton  River  is  authorized  by  construction 
deferred  for  coordination  with  authorized  Missouri  River  agricultural 
levee  system.  The  authorized  Rathbun  Reservoir  on  Chariton  River 
in  southern  Iowa  is  in  the  preconstruction  planning  stage. 

Problems. — Streams  of  the  basin  are  subject  to  both  floods  and 
droughts.  There  are  problems  of  floods,  pollution,  and  inadequate 
low  flows.  The  average  annual  flood  damages  along  Mussel  Fork  and 
lower  Shoal  Creek  in  the  Chariton  River  Basin  and  along  the  Little 
Chariton  River  and  its  tributaries  are  estimated  at  $370,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  reservoir  on  the  East  Fork  of 
the  Little  Chariton  at  Long  Branch  site;  a  total  of  about  80  miles  of 
channel  improvements,  mostly  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  basin. 
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Estimated  cost  (1962  -prices). — 


RESERVOIRS 


Long  Branch 

Federal _ 

$5, 280, 000 
(>) 

Total _ _ _ 

5, 280, 000 

i  Non-Federa]  interests  to  repay  an  estimated  $530,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 


CHANNEL  IMPROVEMENTS 


Mussel 

Fork 

Little 

Chariton 

Shoal 

Creek 

Total 

Federal  _ 

$1, 267, 000 
219, 000 

$2, 581,000 
598, 000 

$39, 000 
5,000 

$3, 887, 000 
822,000 

Total _ _ 

1,486,000 

3,179,000 

44,000 

4, 709, 000 

TOTAL  FOR  PROGRAM 

$9, 167, 000 
822, 000 

N  on-Federal _ _ _ 

9, 989,000 

Project  economics. — 

RESERVOIRS 

Long  Branch 

Annual  charges _ _ _ 

$203, 600 

75, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ _ 

Water  supply _ 

85,  400 
91,800 

252, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio _  _ 

1.2 

CHANNEL  IMPROVEMENTS 


Mussel 

Fork 

Little 

Chariton 

Shoal  Creek 

Total 

Annual  charges _ _ _ 

$56, 600 
83, 400 

$109, 600 
167, 100 

$1,440 
3, 900 

$167, 640 
254, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 

1.5 

1.5 

2.7 

1.5 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recre¬ 
ation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  current 
policy,  presently  estimated  at  $530,000  and  $3,000,  respectively;  pro¬ 
vide  the  usual  legal  requirements  of  local  cooperation  in  connection 
with  the  channel  improvement  work,  including  the  provision  to  pre¬ 
vent  encroachments  on  the  improved  channels  that  would  impair 
their  capacity. 
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Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  concurs  in  the  action  taken  to  delete  Thomas  Hill 
Reservoir  from  the  recommended  plan  and  advises  that  it  would 
expect  that  prior  to  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of 
Long  Branch  Reservoir,  a  reanalysis  of  project  economics  would  be 
made  and  submitted  to  it  for  information. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
noted  that  subsequent  to  submission  of  the  report  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  on  March  22,  1965,  a  supplemental  review  of  the  Thomas 
Hill  Reservoir  that  is  being  constructed  by  local  interests  showed  the 
reservoir  does  not  conform  to  the  project  plan  in  the  corps  recom¬ 
mendation  and  that  its  authorization  would  pose  difficulties  in  regard 
to  reimbursement  and  cooperative  arrangements  as  well  as  adminis¬ 
trative  and  technical  complications.  Therefore,  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
now  recommends  against  authorization  of  the  Thomas  Hill  Reservoir 
as  a  Federal  undertaking  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  concurs  in 
this  recommendation.  On  this  basis  the  total  Federal  construction 
cost  of  the  recommended  plan,  including  Long  Branch  Reservoir  and 
the  channel  improvements,  is  estimated  at  $9,167,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  delete  the  Thomas  Hill 
Reservoir  from  the  plan  of  improvement  for  the  Chariton  and  Little 
Chariton  Rivers,  since  local  interests  have  upon  their  own  initiative 
undertaken  construction  of  a  reservoir  which  does  not  provide  the 
optimum  water  resource  development  at  the  site. 

GRAND  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  MISSOURI  AND  IOWA 
(H.  Doc.  241,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  Grand  River  Basin  comprises  about  7,900  square 
miles  in  northwestern  Missouri  and  southwestern  Iowa.  The  river 
is  a  left  bank  tributary  of  Missouri  River  about  250  miles  upstream 
from  St.  Louis. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1936,  1938,  and  1946. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  federally  constructed  flood  control 
improvements  in  the  Grand  River  Basin.  However,  the  Chillicothe 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  now  in  inactive  status,  was  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1938;  and  the  Missouri  River  agricultural  levee 
project,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  includes  units 
at  the  mouth  of  the  Grand  River. 

Flood  problem. — Both  droughts  and  floods  have  harassed  the  basin 
and  Grand  River  discharges  have  aggravated  flooding  along  the  Mis¬ 
souri  and  Mississippi  Rivers.  Damage  within  the  basin  from  the 
June  1947  flood  was  estimated  in  excess  of  $22  million.  Droughts,  on 
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the  other  hand,  have  created  critical  municipal  water  shortages  in  the 
past. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  a  syst  em  of 
multiple-purpose  reservoirs  and  local  protection  works.  The  reser¬ 
voirs,  ranging  in  size  from  183,000  to  2,720,000  acre-feet  of  storage 
capacity,  would  control  62  percent  of  the  drainage  area  of  the  basin 
and  provide  a  total  of  over  million  acre-feet  of  water  conservation 
space.  The  plan  includes  about  100  miles  of  channel  improvements 
and  210  miles  of  levees. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1961). — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Reservoirs-.  __  _  __  _  _ _ _  __  _ _ _ _  _ 

$252, 020,  000 
26, 615,  000 

(') 

$2, 902, 000 

$252, 020, 000 
29,  517,  000 

Channel  and  levee  works  _ 

Total  ..  _  .  ...  ... . . . 

278, 635,  000 

2, 902, 000 

281, 537, 000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  construction  costs  associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  currently 
estimated  at  $19,860,000. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Reservoirs: 

Interest  and  amortization  .  . 

$8,  666, 000 
529,  000 

$8, 666, 000 
630,  000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

Levees  and  channels: 

Interest  and  amortization __  _ _ _ _ 

$101,  000 

9, 195, 000 

101, 000 

9,  296,  000 

812, 400 

0 

87, 800 
125, 600 

900, 200 
125,  600 

Maintenance  and  operation  -  .  - 

Total  __ _  __ _ ... 

812, 400 

213, 400 

1,  025,  800 

Annual  benefits: 

Reservoirs: 

Flood  control _  _ _ _  _.  .  ...  .. 

6,  815,  000 
137,  000 
3,  600,  000 
946,  000 

Water  quality  control  ... 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _ _  _  _  _  _ 

Power  _  .  _  _ _ ... 

Total.  _ _  ...  ...  .  .  ... 

11,498,  000 
2,  432,  200 

Channels  and  levees:  Flood  control _ _  _ 

Benefit-cost  ratios. — - 


Reservoirs : 

Pattonsburg _  1.  3 

Trenton _  1.  3 

Mercer _  1.  5 

Linneus _ ; _  1.0 

Brookfield _  1.3 

St.  Catherine _  1. 1 

Braymer _  1.  1 

Channels  and  levees _  2.  3 


Local  cooperation. — With  respect  to  channel  and  levee  works, 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  these 
works;  including  rights-of-way  required  for  ponding  of  interior 
drainage;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
the  construction  works;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  necessary  alterations  or  replacements  of  bridges,  roads,  miscellane- 
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oils  utilities,  and  other  existing  improvements  required  in  connection 
with  these  works,  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches;  prevent 
encroachment  on  the  improved  channels  that  would  impair  their 
capacity;  operate  and  maintain  each  element  of  the  work  after  its 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers;  with  respect  to  the  reservoirs,  contribute  to  the  control  of 
pollution  of  the  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate 
treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source; 
protect  channels  downstream  from  the  reservoirs  from  encroach¬ 
ments  which  would  adversely  affect  operation  of  the  system;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  water-rights  claims  resulting 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  reservoirs;  and  exercise,  to 
the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of 
streamflow  made  available  by  reservoir  storage;  bear  first  and  annual 
costs  associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
in  accordance  with  current  policy,  such  amounts  currently  estimated 
at  $19,860,000  and  $101,000,  respectively. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Recommended  certain  measures 
be  taken  as  part  of  the  project  to  insure  continued  efficient  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  State’s  Fountain  Grove  Wildlife  Area.  The  Chief 
of  Engineers  replied  that  the  suggested  measures  could  be 
included  in  the  project  and  that  he  believes  the  estimates  of 
project  cost  are  adequate  to  develop  a  satisfactory  plan  for 
uninterrupted  operation  of  the  wildlife  area.  Also,  Interior 
noted  that  amounts  to  be  reimbursed  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement  have  been  combined,  and  indicated 
that  the  costs  should  be  separated.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
pointed  out  that  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act  makes  little  distinction  between  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  and  that  many  details  in  the  matter  of 
cost  sharing  and  reimbursement  remain  to  be  resolved.  However, 
if  such  a  separation  becomes  necessary  he  feels  the  matter  can  be 
worked  out  equitably  between  the  corps  and  non-Federal interests. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Commented  that  construction  of 
the  proposed  reservoirs,  particularly  Pattonsburg  and  Trenton 
reservoirs,  would  appear  to  adversely  affect  some  watershed 
protection  and  flood  prevention  projects  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  that  these  effects  should  be  considered  and  the 
improvements  coordinated  prior  to  construction.  The  Chief  of 
Engineers  recognizes  that  close  coordination  of  the  two  Depart¬ 
ments  is  essential  and  that  such  coordination  would  be  continued 
during  preconstruction  planning  of  the  projects.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  indicated  that  more  comprehensive  studies 
should  be  carried  out  in  the  basin.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
pointed  out  that  the  Grand  River  Basin  has  been  the  subject 
of  rather  extensive  studies  by  many  agencies  for  many  years, 
and  that  throughout  the  years,  scales  of  project  development  and 
alternatives  considered  have  been  modified  as  necessary  to  reflect 
changing  needs  and  conditions.  Also,  that  as  the  recommended 
plan  is  developed  all  features  will  be  considered  again  in  detail 
and  adjustments  made  as  need  be  to  meet  existing  conditions. 
Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 
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Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  noted  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  believes  a 
review  of  possible  adverse  impacts  associated  with  land  acquisition 
for  the  seven  reservoirs  should  be  made  and  the  Bureau  expects  such 
a  review  woidd  be  accomplished  in  cooperation  with  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  for  construction  of  the 
reservoirs.  The  Bureau  also  advised  that  it  would  expect  a  review 
of  hydroelectric  aspects  of  the  Pattonsburg  Reservoir  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  of  that  project. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  plan  will 
protect  against  the  frequent  flooding  which  occurs  in  the  agricultural 
areas  of  the  lower  Grand  River  Basin  as  well  as  making  an  important 
contribution  to  the  reduction  of  flood  damages  along  the  lower 
Missouri  River  and  the  Mississippi  River  between  St.  Louis  and  the 
mouth  of  the  Ohio  River.  Also,  the  committee  believes  that  the 
conservation  pools  will  provide  an  important  outdoor  recreation 
resource  for  the  Metropolitan  Kansas  City  area  and  northern  Missouri. 

CHARTIERS  CREEK  BASIN,  PA. 

(H.  Doc.  302,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Wholly  within  Washington  and  Allegheny  Counties  in 
southwestern  Pennsylvania. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions,  adopted 
September  10,  1956,  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution, 
adopted  July  31,  1957. 

Existing  -project. — A  Corps  of  Engineers  project  for  channel  improve¬ 
ment  was  completed  recently  on  Chartiers  Creek  in  the  vicinity  of 
Washington  and  the  township  of  Canton.  An  approved  project  for 
channel  improvement  on  Robinson  Run  at  Oakdale,  under  Public 
Law  685,  is  inactive  owing  to  the  failure  of  local  interests  to  meet 
the  local  cooperation  requirements.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  is  studying  the  possibility  of  providing 
small  detention  structures  on  headwater  streams  above  Washington 
and  above  Oakdale. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  occurs  all  along  Chartiers  Creek,  but  the 
most  severe  flood  damage  occurs  in  two  reaches:  The  Carnegie- 
Bridgeville  reach,  where  flooding  occurs  on  the  average  of  once  a  year, 
and  in  the  Canonsburg-Houston  reach,  where  flooding  occurs  about 
three  times  in  2  years  at  Canonsburg  and  about  three  times  per  year 
at  Houston.  These  areas  contain  many  industrial  firms,  commercial 
buildings,  residential  areas,  railroads,  highways,  utilities,  and  bridges. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Chartiers 
Creek,  Pa.,  for  flood  control,  by  channel  widening,  deepening,  and 
straightening,  together  with  necessary  railroad  bridge  changes  and 
appurtenant  works,  in  the  Carnegie-B ridge ville  and  the  Canonsburg- 
Houston  reaches. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  April  1962).— 


Carnegie- 

Bridgeville 

reach 

Canonsburg- 

Ilouston 

reach 

Total 

Federal  _ 

$9, 320, 000 

7, 300, 000 

$2, 887, 000 
768, 000 

$12, 207, 000 
8, 068, 000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

16, 620, 000 

3, 655, 000 

20, 275, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Carnegie-Bridgeville  reach 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$297,  000 

$316, 000 
39,000 

$613, 000 
39,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total.  _ _ -  _  _  _ 

297,  000 

355,000 

652, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  _  _  .  _ 

1, 285, 000 
145, 000 

ARA  ..  _ _ _ _ 

Total.  ..  _  _ _  _ _ _ 

1,  430,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization .  .  .  . . 

Canonsburg-Houston  reach 

$90, 900 

$23,  000 
12, 100 

$113,  900 
12, 100 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  . 

Total _ _ _ _  _ 

90, 900 

35, 100 

126,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

191, 100 
29,000 

ARA."..: _  _  _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

220, 100 

1.8 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  accom¬ 
plish  all  relocations  and  alterations  of  sewer,  water,  gas,  oil,  electric 
powerlines,  and  other  utility  alterations;  railroad  trackshifts;  highway 
and  street  modifications;  and  construction  of  new,  or  reconstruction 
of  existing,  highway  bridges  made  necessary  by  the  construction  work; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
establish  channel  limit  lines  within  each  county  along  the  entire 
waterway  downstream  from  the  existing  improvements  at  Washing¬ 
ton,  and  conforming  to  the  improvements  recommended  herein,  and 
prevent  any  encroachment  which  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying 
capacity  of  the  channel  so  defined;  at  least  annually  notify  interests 
affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete  protection  from 
floods  greater  in  magnitude  than  that  which  occurred  in  September 
1912;  provided  further,  that  improvement  of  either  reach  may  be 
undertaken  independently  of  the  other  whenever  funds  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  are  available  and  the  prescribed  local  cooperation  within  the 
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county  has  been  provided.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness 
to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Pennsylvania:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -Flooding  occurs  frequently  in  the  two  reaches  of  Char- 
tiers  Creek  where  improvements  are  recommended,  as  often  as  three 
times  per  year  at  one  location.  The  areas  inundated  contain  many 
industrial  firms,  commercial  buildings,  railroads,  highways,  and  other 
high  value  developments.  It  is  logical  to  assume  that  the  constant 
flood  threat  is  slowing  the  industrial  and  other  potential  of  the  area. 
Both  segments  of  the  proposed  project  are  separately  economically 
justified  by  a  good  margin. 

SANDY  LICK  CREEK  AT  DU  BOIS,  PA. 

(H.  Doc.  185,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Du  Bois  is  located  on  both  sides  of  Sandy  Lick  Creek  in 
Clearfield  County,  Pa.  Sandy  Lick  Creek  rises  in  Clearfield  County 
and  flows  into  Redbank  Creek,  which  is  tributary  to  the  Allegheny 
River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  7,  1954,  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution 
adopted  March  30,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project 
at  Du  Bois,  Pa. 

Flood  problem. — Severe  flooding  along  Sandy  Lick  Creek  in  the 
vicinity  of  Du  Bois  causes  considerable  damage  to  railroads,  highways, 
industrial  plants,  churches,  schools,  recreation  areas,  and  commercial 
development.  Nine  bridge  crossings  exist  in  the  reach  recommended 
for  improvement.  Appreciable  damages  have  been  experienced  due 
to  floods  despite  local  protection  measures. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Sandy  Lick 
Creek  for  flood  control  by  channel  deepening,  widening,  and  straight¬ 
ening,  together  with  necessary  railroad  and  highway  bridge  replace¬ 
ment.  Relocations  would  include  railroad  tracks,  city  streets,  and 
sewer  and  utility  lines,  beginning  at  a  point  on  Sandy  Lick  Creek 
approximately  1  mile  below  the  downstream  city  limits  and  extending 
almost  4  miles  to  the  upstream  city  limits  at  Shaffer  Road  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1963). — - 

Federal _  $1,  654,  000 

Noil-Federal _  408,  000 


Total 


2,  062,  000 
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Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ 

$66, 100 

$16, 300 
7,000 
900 

$82, 400 
7,000 
900 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _ 

Land  productivity  loss _  _ 

Total _  _ _ _ 

66,100 

24, 200 

90, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _  _  _ 

80, 100 
21, 400 

101,  500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — With  AR  benefits,  1.1;  without  AR  benefits,  0.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  borrow  and  spoil-disposal  areas 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  bear  the  cost  of  private 
highway  bridge  replacement,  road  relocations,  railroad  trackshifts, 
electrical,  communication,  sewer,  water,  gas,  oil,  and  other  utility 
alterations  required  for  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  establish  and 
enforce  channel  limit  lines  to  prevent  encroachment  on  the  unproved 
channel;  maintain  and  operate  the  project  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
and  at  least  annually  notify  interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not 
provide  complete  flood  protection.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Pennsylvania:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Flooding  along  Sandy  Lick  Creek  in  the  vicinity  of 
Du  Bois  is  severe  despite  measures  provided  by  local  interests  to 
protect  the  area.  Extensive  damages  have  been  suffered  by  rail¬ 
roads,  highways,  industrial  plants,  churches,  and  schools.  The 
committee  notes  that  the  justification  for  the  work  is  marginal, 
but  recommends  authorization  in  view  of  the  nature  of  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  community  and  the  fact  that  the  area  is  located 
in  the  Appalachia  depressed  area.  The  committee  also  notes  that 
the  local  cooperation  requirements  for  the  recommended  work  are 
substantial,  amounting  to  about  20  percent  of  the  total  project  cost. 

WABASH  RIVER  BASIN,  LINCOLN,  CLIFTY  CREEK,  AND  PATOKA 
RESERVOIRS,  IND.  AND  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  202,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Wabash  River  Basin  contains  33,100  square  miles, 
of  which  319  are  in  western  Ohio,  8,563  in  eastern  Illinois,  and  24,218 
in  Indiana.  The  Wabash  River  rises  near  Celina,  Ohio,  flows  north¬ 
westerly  67  miles  to  Huntington,  Ind.,  thence  generally  west  and  south¬ 
west  312  miles  to  the  confluence  of  the  White  River,  its  major  tributary 
which  drains  11,400  square  miles,  and  then  continues  southwesterly 
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96  miles  to  join  the  Ohio  River  at  about  river  mile  133.  The 
Embarrass  River  Basin  lies  entirely  within  the  State  of  Illinois. 
The  Embarrass  River  rises  in  the  central  part  of  Champaign  County, 
near  Urbana,  Ill.,  flows  in  a  southerly  direction  through  Douglas, 
Coles,  Cumberland,  Richland,  Crawford,  and  Lawrence  Counties  to 
its  junction  with  the  Wabash  River  at  about  river  mile  122.  The 
Patoka  River  Basin  lies  in  southwestern  Indiana  above  the  Patoka 
Dam  site.  The  Patoka  River  rises  in  southeastern  Orange  County, 
near  Valeen,  Ind.,  flows  westerly  through  Dubois,  Pike,  and  Gibson 
Counties  to  the  Indiana  State  line  and  its  junction  with  the  Wabash 
River  at  river  mile  94.6,  about  1  mile  below  the  mouth  of  the  White 
River.  Clifty  Creek  is  a  tributary  of  the  East  Fork  of  the  White 
River.  It  is  formed  in  Decatur  County  and  flows  southwesterly  across 
Decatur  County  and  continues  in  that  direction  to  its  junction  with 
the  East  Fork  of  the  White  River  in  the  middle  of  Bartholomew 
County,  about  3  miles  south  of  Columbus. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  April  20,  1948,  and 
May  6,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Fifty-six  Federal  flood  control  projects  in  the 
Wabash  River  Basin  have  been  specifically  authorized  for  construction. 
Six  of  these  are  reservoirs  and  the  remainder  are  local  flood  protection 
projects. 

Flood  problem,. — The  Wabash  River  is  subject  to  frequent  and 
destructive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  during  the  winter 
and  early  spring  months.  The  flood  of  March-April  1913  is  the 
maximum  flood  of  record  followed  by  those  of  May  1943  and  January- 
March  1950.  Damages  from  the  1913  flood  are  estimated  at  $25 
million  and  from  the  1943  flood  are  estimated  at  $23,017,000. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  the  Lincoln 
Dam  and  Reservoir  on  Embarrass  River,  Ill.,  Clifty  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir  on  Clifty  Creek,  Ind.,  and  Patoka  Dam  and  Reservoir  on 
Patoka  River,  Ind.,  for  flood  control,  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  water  quality  control,  general  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife 
recreation. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  December  1963). — 


Project 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Lincoln.  .  _  __ 

$33, 000, 000 
15, 900, 000 
24, 000, 000 

0) 

0) 

(>) 

$33, 000, 000 
15, 900, 000 
24, 000, 000 

Clifty  Creek _ ....  . . .  ... 

Patoka  River.  __  __  _  _  .  _ 

Total _  _ 

72, 900, 000 

2  72, 900, 000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  H  of  the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  currently  estimated  at  $2,632,000  for  the  Lincoln  Reservoir,  $1,812,000  for  the  Clifty  Creek 
Reservoir,  and  $2,937,000  for  the  Patoka  Reservoir.  Also  $268,000  and  $4,025,000  to  be  reimbursed  for  water 
supply  storage  in  the  Lincoln  and  Patoka  Reservoirs,  respectively. 

2  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $61,226,000. 
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Project  economics. 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  .  . . . . 

$1, 037,  000 
43,  000 

$92, 000 
225, 000 

$1, 129, 000 
268,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

1, 080, 000 

317, 000 

1, 397, 000 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ _ _ 

Clifty  Creek  Reservoir 

419, 000 
42, 000 

58,000 
158, 000 

477, 000 
200, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ - _ 

461, 000 

216, 000 

677, 000 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

Patoka  River 

402, 000 
38,  000 

220, 000 
263,  000 

622, 000 
301,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _  _ 

440, 000 

483, 000 

923,  000 

Lincoln 

Clifty  Creek 

Patoka 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

1, 890, 000 
865,  000 
99,  000 
11,000 
44,  000 

550, 000 
591, 000 
26,000 

520, 000 
1, 019,  000 
130,  000 
344,  000 
219, 000 

General  recreation _ _ 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation _ 

Water  supply _ _  _ 

Total  annual  benefits _ _ 

2, 909, 000 

1, 167, 000 

2, 232,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 

2.0 

1.6 

2.2 

Lincoln  reservoir 


Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Lincoln,  Clifty 
Creek,  and  Patoka  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  local  interests  will  be 
required  to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  they  will  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind, 
or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest  one-half  of 
the  separable  cost  of  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek,  and  Patoka  Dam  and 
Reservoir  projects  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  the  amounts  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $2,632,000, 
$1,812,000,  and  $2,937,000,  respectively;  bear  all  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
lands  and  facilities,  the  amounts  involved  currently  being  estimated 
on  an  average  annual  basis  at  $225,000  for  the  Lincoln,  $158,000  for  the 
Clifty  Creek,  and  $263,000  for  the  Patoka  Dam  and  Reservoir 
projects;  reimburse  the  allocated  construction  and  annual  operation 
and  maintenance  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  storage  at  the 
Lincoln  and  Patoka  River  Reservoirs;  prevent  channel  encroach¬ 
ments  tending  to  reduce  present  channel  capacities;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  from  water-rights  claims  resulting 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  reservoirs ;  exercise,  to  the  full 
extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of  streamflow 
made  available  by  reservoir  storage  for  water  quality  control  purposes ; 
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and  contribute  to  the  control  of  pollution  of  the  streams  subject  to 
low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of 
controlling  wastes  at  their  source. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
advises  that  the  last  increment  of  flood  control  storage  at  the  proposed 
Lincoln  Reservoir  is  not  economically  justified  and  believes  that 
although  there  may  be  situations  which  require  levels  of  development 
that  exceed  the  last  economically  justifiable  increment,  it  does  not 
feel  that  the  last  added  increment  has  been  fully  justified  in  this  case. 
Consequently,  if  the  project  is  authorized  and  prior  to  any  request 
for  funds  to  initiate  construction,  the  Bureau  would  expect  a  reevalu¬ 
ation  of  the  flood  control  benefits  at  the  Lincoln  Reservoir  with  a  view 
toward  determining  the  optimum  level  of  flood  control  benefits.  The 
Bureau  notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  has  indicated  his  willingness 
to  credit  toward  the  water  supply  reimbursement  required  of  the  State 
of  Indiana  the  cost  of  work  performed  by  the  State  for  advance 
engineering  and  design  at  the  Patoka  Reservoir.  While  it  is  not 
explicitly  stated  in  the  correspondence  between  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  the  State,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  understands  that  current 
corps  and  Army  policy  would  limit  such  credit  |to  the  cost  of  work 
performed  after  authorization.  The  Bureau  also  advises  that  there 
would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the 
Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  dam  and 
reservoir  projects  are  amply  justified  and  are  desirable  units  in  the 
overall  comprehensive  development  of  the  water  and  related  land 
resources  of  the  Wabash  River  Basin.  The  committee  also  notes  that 
there  are  substantial  local  contributions  required  for  the  recreation, 
fish  and  wildlife,  and  water  supply  features  of  the  projects. 

LAFAYETTE  AND  BIG  PINE  RESERVOIRS,  WABASH  RIVER  BASIN,  IND. 

(S.  Doc.  29,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Wabash  River  drains  33,100  square  miles  of  which 
11,400  are  in  the  White  River  Basin.  It  rises  in  Mercer  County  near 
Celina,  Ohio,  flows  northwesterly  67  miles  to  Huntington,  Ind.,  then 
southwesterly  to  the  confluence  with  White  River  and  continues 
southwesterly  96  miles  to  join  the  Ohio  River  133  miles  above  its 
mouth.  The  Wildcat  Creek  Basin  is  in  the  upper  central  portion  of 
the  Wabasli  River  Basin  and  lies  in  Tippecanoe,  Carroll,  Howard, 
Clinton,  and  Tipton  Counties,  Ind.  This  stream  drains  an  area  of  800 
square  miles  and  empties  into  the  Wabash  River  from  the  left  bank 
at  mile  317,  a  point  just  upstream  from  Lafayette,  Ind.  The  Big 
Pine  Creek  drains  333  square  miles  and  joins  Wabash  River  from  the 
right  bank,  opposite  Attica,  Ind.  This  watershed  is  situated  in  the 
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upper  central  portion  of  the  Wabash  Basin  and  lies  in  Warren  and 
White  Counties,  Ind. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  May  9,  1949,  and  May  6,  1958. 

Existing  project.— There  are  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  Big  Pine  and  Wildcat  Creek  Basins. 

Flood  problem. — The  Wabash  Basin  is  subject  to  frequent  and 
destructive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  during  the  winter 
and  early  spring  months.  The  flood  of  March-April  1913  is  the 
maximum  of  record  followed  by  those  of  May  1943  and  January- 
March  1950.  A  recurrence  of  the  1913  and  1943  floods  would  cause 
damages  of  $18  million  and  $24  million,  respectively,  in  the  flood 
plain  areas  downstream  from  the  proposed  dam  and  reservoir  projects. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -Construction  of  the  Lafayette 
Dam  and  Reservoir  on  Wildcat  Creek  and  Big  Pine  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Big  Pine  Creek  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  recreation,  and 
fish  and  wildlife. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1962s).- — 


Lafayette 

Big  Pine 

Total 

Federal  ..  _ _ _ _ 

$28, 000, 000 

(2) 

$16,800,000 

(2) 

i  $44, 800, 000 

(2) 

Non- Federal _ 

Total.  .  _ ...  _ _ _ _  _ 

28, 000, 000 

16, 800,  000 

44, 800, 000 

1  Net  cost  to  the  United  States,  $41,810,000. 

2  Non- Federal  interests  to  bear  V?  of  the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Reservoirs,  currently  estimated  at  $1,410,000  and  $1,580,000, 
respectively. 


Project  economics. — 


Lafayette  Dam  and  Reservoir 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  . . .  _  ...  ._ 

$843,000 
38, 000 
94, 000 

$43, 000 
144, 000 

$886, 000 
182, 000 
94,000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . . 

Land  productivity  loss  __  _ 

Total _ _  .  .  _ _  _ _ _  .  . 

975, 000 

187,000 

1,162,000 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 

Big  Pine  Dam  and  Reservoir 

$472, 000 
42, 000 
32,000 

$48, 000 
126, 000 

$520, 000 
168, 000 
32, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation . .  _  .... 

Land  productivity  loss  ..  .  . . .  . . .  .  . 

Total _  _  _  ...  .. 

546, 000 

174,000 

720,000 

Lafayette 

Big  Pine 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _  _ _  _  _  __ _ 

$2, 042, 000 
846, 000 
82, 000 

$741,000 
802, 000 
46, 000 

General  recreation _  _  __  _  - 

Fish  and  wildlife _ __ _ _ _ _ _  _  _  _ 

Total . . .  .  .  _  _ _  _ _ 

2, 970, 000 
2.5 

1,589,000 

2.2 

Benefit-cost  ratio _  .  ...  . . . .  ...  . 
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Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Lafayette  and  Big 
Pine  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  local  interests  will  be  required  to 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they 
will  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which 
may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest  one-half  of  the  separable  costs 
of  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  allocated, 
to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  the  amounts  involved 
currently  being  estimated  at  $1,410,000  and  $1,580,000,  respectively; 
bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the  amount  involved  currently 
being  estimated  on  an  average  annual  basis  at  $144,000  for  the 
Lafayette  and  $126,000  for  the  Big  Pine  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects. 
Local  interests  would  also  be  required  to  prevent  encroachment  which 
would  reduce  the  flow-carrying  capacities  of  the  natural  channels 
between  the  dams  and  the  mouths  of  the  channels  at  the  Wabash 
River. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
advises  that  the  proposed  “Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act” 
may  significantly  affect  the  economic  justification  of  the  proposed 
projects.  In  the  event  that  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Reservoirs 
are  authorized  by  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  a 
reevaluation  of  the  benefits  and  costs  would  be  made  before  funds 
are  requested  for  initiation  of  construction  of  the  project.  The  Bureau 
also  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  projects 
are  amply  justified  and  are  desirable  units  in  the  overall  comprehen¬ 
sive  development  of  the  water  and  related  land  resources  of  the 
Wabash  River  Basin.  The  committee  also  notes  that  there  are  sub¬ 
stantial  local  contributions  required  for  the  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  features  of  the  projects. 

BIG  SOUTH  FORK  CUMBERLAND  RIVER,  KY.  AND  TENN. 

(H.  Doc.  175,  87th  Cong.) 

Location.—- Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River  is  located  in 
north-central  Tennessee  and  southeastern  Kentucky. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committee 
of  the  U.S.  Senate  on  March  12,  1949,  and  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  on  April  18,  1951. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  in  the  Big 
South  Fork  Basin.  There  are  six  existing  or  authorized  dam  and 
reservoir  projects  in  the  Cumberland  River  Basin  which  would  be 
affected  by  the  recommended  project. 
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Flood  problem. — Local  interests  desire  construction  of  reservoirs  to 
provide  power,  flood  control,  and  recreation  and  to  improve  the  eco¬ 
nomic  status  of  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Plan  provides  for  a  multiple- 
purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  Big  South  Fork,  Cumberland  River 
Basin,  Ky.  and  Tenn.,  for  power,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes, 
at  Devils  Jumps;  additional  reservoir  clearing  at  Wolf  Creek  project 
project;  and  modification  of  Lake  Cumberland  operation  by  trans¬ 
ferring  255,000  acre-feet  of  flood  control  storage  to  Devils  Jumps 
reservoir. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1958.)— 


Federal _  $151,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  None 

Total _  151,  000,  000 

Project  economics. — 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $5,  802,  000 

Maintenance,  operational  and  major  replacements _  600,  000 

Taxes  foregone _  3,  672,  000 

Total _  10,  074,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Hydroelectric  power _  12,  079,  000 

Recreation _  280,  000 

Total _  12,  359,  000 


Benedt-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

State  of  Tennessee:  Favorable. 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority. — Project  power  would  not  be  attractive 
to  TVA  at  this  time. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
states  that  the  President  in  his  natural-resources  message  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  instructed  the  Bureau  to  reevaluate  current  standards  for  ap¬ 
praising  the  feasibility  of  water  resource  projects.  If  the  Devils  Jumps 
project  is  authorized  by  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that 
prior  to  a  request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction  of  the  Devils 
Jumps  project,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  reallocate  the  costs  of 
the  project  to  the  extent  necessary  to  conform  to  the  water  resources 
evaluation  standards  adopted  by  the  administration.  The  Bureau 
advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  that  the  project  is  an  economically 
feasible  and  desirable  unit  in  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Cumberland  River.  The  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  recently  reviewed  the  economics  of  the  project  and 
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found  that  it  is  fully  justified  under  current  standards  of  evaluation. 
The  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.8  as  compared  to  1.2  at  the  time  the  report 
was  prepared.  The  Southeastern  Power  Administration  is  convinced 
that  the  power  can  be  marketed  at  rates  sufficient  to  recover  all  power 
costs  within  a  50-year  period. 

Modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army. — Subject  to  the  additional  requirement  that  prior  to 
construction  of  Devils  Jumps  Dam  and  Reservoir  local  interests 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that,  in 
accordance  with  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act, 
they  will: 

(a)  Administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement; 

( b )  Pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be 
through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable 
cost  of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  the  amount  involved  currently  being 
estimated  at  $407,000;  and 

(c)  Bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities, 
the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $56,000 
on  an  average  annual  basis. 

Provided,  That  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  features  of  the  reservoir 
may  be  modified  in  accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided 
in  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act, 
depending  upon  the  intentions  of  non-Federal  interests 
regarding  participation  in  the  costs  of  these  features  at  the 
time  of  reservoir  construction  and  subsequent  thereto,  and 
that  appropriate  adjustments  reflecting  such  modifications 
may  be  made  in  the  allocation  of  costs  to  other  project 
purposes. 

This  modification  would  reduce  the  estimated  Federal  cost  from 
$151,100,000  to  $150,693,000  and  increase  the  non-Federal  cost  from 
zero  to  $407,000;  average  annual  non-Federal  operation,  maintenance  | 
and  replacement  costs  would  be  increased  from  zero  to  $56,000. 

ROWLESBTJRG  RESERVOIR,  CHEAT  RIVER,  W.  VA. 

(H.  Doc.  243,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Cheat  River,  the  second  largest  tributary  of  the 
Monongaliela  River,  drains  1,424  square  miles  in  West  Virginia, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Maryland.  The  basin  is  oblong  is  shape,  having 
an  average  length  of  approximately  102  miles  and  an  average  width 
of  about  14  miles.  The  topography  is  generally  rugged  and  charac¬ 
terized  by  bold  parallel  ridges  separated  by  deep  valleys.  Topo¬ 
graphic  relief  varies  between  elevation  778  mean  sea  level  at  the 
mouth  of  Cheat  River  and  elevation  4,842  in  the  southern  part  of  the 
basin.  Coal  mining,  leather  processing,  and  textile  manufacturing 
are  the  principal  economic  activities.  A  large  steam-generated 
powerplant  at  Albright,  W.  Va.,  and  a  hydroelectric  powerplant  at 
Lake  Lynn,  Pa.,  on  the  Cheat  River,  are  operated  by  subsidiaries  of 
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the  Allegheny  Power  System.  Population  of  the  basin  in  1960  was 
estimated  at  52,000. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  April,  30,  1958, 
and  June  3,  1959,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  improvements 
for  flood  control  in  the  basin. 

Flood  problem.— Cheat  River  floods  contribute  to  flood  stages  in 
both  the  Monongahela  and  Ohio  Rivers.  The  towns  of  Rowlesburg, 
Manheim,  and  Albright,  which  are  damaged  by  Cheat  River  floods, 
would  be  protected  by  the  proposed  reservoir.  The  major  flood 
damages  occur  in  the  flood  plains  of  the  Monongahela  and  upper 
Ohio  Rivers,  where  average  annual  damages  are  estimated  at  $2,404,- 
000.  Damages  experienced  along  the  entire  Ohio  River  would  be 
affected  by  a  reservoir  at  Rowlesburg. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  dam  and 
reservoir  on  the  Cheat  River  above  Rowlesburg,  W.  Va.,  for  flood 
control,  water  quality  control,  recreation,  and  hydroelectric  power 
production. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  August  1968). — 

Federal _ •  $133,  548,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ _ _  (2) 

Total _ _ _ , _  133,548,000 

1  Includes  $1,881,000  and  $2,180,000  to  be  reimbursed  by  local  interests  lor  water  quality  control  and 
recreation  features,  respectively. 

2  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  of  the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  currently  estimated  at  $2,180,000,  and  pay  $1,881,000  for  water  quality  control. 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 

$4,  520, 000 

1, 147,000 

$62, 000 
187, 000 

$4, 582, 000 
1,334,000 

Maintenance  and  operation.  ... 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ _ 

5, 667, 000 

249, 000 

5, 916,  000 

2, 094, 000 
6, 503, 000 
2, 730, 000 
958, 000 

Hydroelectric  power.  _ _ 

Water  quality  control _ _ _  _ _  __ 

Recreation _ _ _  __  _ _ 

Total _ _ _  ... 

12, 285, 000 

Benejit-cost  ratio . — 2.1  to  1. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Rowelsburg  Dam 
and  Reservoir  project,  local  interests  will  be  required  to  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will 
administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be 
through  user  fees)  with  interest  one-half  of  the  separable  costs  of  the 
Rowelsburg  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  allocated  to  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  the  amount  involved  currently  being 
estimated  at  $2,180,000;  reimburse  the  costs  allocated  to  water  quality 
control,  currently  estimated  at  $1,881,000;  bear  all  costs  of  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
lands  and  facilities,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  on 
an  average  annual  basis  at  $187,000.  Local  interests  would  also  be 
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required  to  furnish  assurances  that  they  will  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  any  claims  for  damages  from  storage  of  water;  and 
provide  adequate  waste  treatment  at  the  source  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  and  preserve  existing  and  augmented  low  flows  for 
intended  water  quality  purposes  as  contemplated  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommends  that  the  hydroelectric  power  features  described  in  the 
project  report  not  be  authorized  for  Federal  construction  at  this  time. 
Further  consideration  of  Federal  development  should  be  deferred 
pending  completion  of  action  on  the  application  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission.  Should  the  Commission  act  favorably,  it  would  be 
expected  that  the  power  company  would  undertake  the  power  develop¬ 
ment  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  Should  the  Commission 
act  unfavorably  on  the  application  or  should  the  power  company  fail 
to  undertake  the  power  development  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time,  consideration  could  then  be  given  to  whether  the  power  features 
should  be  authorized  for  Federal  development.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  advises  that,  subject  to  consideration  of  the  above  recom¬ 
mendation,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  provision  of  the  Rowlesburg 
Dam  and  Reservoir  which  is  located  in  the  Appalachia  depressed  area 
would  significantly  improve  the  economic  condition  of  the  region  with 
a  resulting  increase  in  the  overall  well-being  of  the  communities. 
The  committee  also  notes  that  the  recommended  improvement  has  a 
very  good  benefit-to-cost  ratio. 

BIG  SANDY  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  KENTUCKY,  WEST  VIRGINIA,  AND 

VIRGINIA 

Location. — The  Big  Sandy  River  Basin  is  located  in  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky,  western  West  Virginia  and  the  northern  tip  of  Virginia.  Big 
Sandy  River,  formed  by  the  junction  of  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks  at 
Louisa,  Ivy.,  flows  northerly  about  27  miles,  and  enters  the  Ohio  River 
about  10  miles  downstream  from  Huntington. 

Authority. — Partial  response  to  resolutions  adopted  April  21,  1954, 
and  March  1  9,  1963,  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate 
and  adopted  June  19,  1963,  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Existing  project. — One  reservoir  project  (Dewey  Reservoir)  and  two 
local  protection  projects  (Prestonsburg,  Ivy.,  and  Williamson,  W.  Va.) 
have  been  completed.  The  Dewey  Reservoir  is  located  on  Johns 
Creek.  The  Prestonsburg,  Ky.,  local  backwater  protection  project 
was  completed  in  1959  at  a  cost  of  $371,000  and  consists  of  a  levee 
and  a  pumping  station  for  protection  of  Prestonsburg  from  Levisa 
Fork  backwater  floods.  The  Williamson,  W.  Va.,  local  protection 
project  was  completed  in  1963  at  a  cost  of  about  $1,060,000  and  con- 
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sists  of  a  floodwall  with  gate  openings  and  a  pump  station  and  will 
provide  protection  for  the  main  part  of  Williamson  against  floods 
equal  to  the  major  flood  of  record.  Projects  presently  under  con¬ 
struction  are  the  Fishtrap,  the  John  W.  Flannagan,  and  the  North 
Fork  of  Pound  Reservoir  projects.  One  reservoir  (Haysi  Reservoir 
project)  is  authorized  by  the  1938  Flood  Control  Act  as  a  unit  in  the 
comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  in  the  Ohio  River  Basin.  Stream 
snagging  and  clearing  projects  to  alleviate  flooding  at  Langley  and 
in  the  Wayland  through  Garrett  area  on  the  Right  Fork  of  Beaver 
Creek  in  Floyd  County,  Ivy.,  and  at  Meta  on  Johns  Creek  at  Pike 
County,  Ky.,  have  been  found  to  be  feasible  for  construction  under 
authority  of  section  2  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1937,  as  amended. 

Flood  problem. — The  Big  Sandy  River  Basin  is  subject  to  frequent 
and  destructive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  during  the 
winter  and  early  spring  months.  The  flood  of  1957  resulted  in 
damages  amounting  to  $32,707,000  on  Levisa  Fork  and  $6,085,000 
on  Tug  Fork.  The  damages  from  the  March  1963  flood  were  estimated 
to  be  $19,951,000  in  the  Big  Sandy  River  Basin,  with  $17,761,000 
being  on  Levisa  Fork  and  $2,190,000  on  Tug  Fork. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  of 
improvement  provides  for  construction  of  the  Yatesville,  Paintsville, 
and  Panther  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  and  construction  of 
a  channel  improvement  project  on  Beaver  Creek  for  protection  of 
Martin,  Ky. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  196 J). — 


Reservoirs 

Local 
protection, 
Martin,  Ky. 

Total 

Yatesville 

Paintsville 

Panther 

Creek 

Federal _  __  _ 

$20,  077, 000 
i  (2,600,000) 

$16, 974, 000 
i  (965,000) 

$11,094,000 
i  (503,000) 

$3, 346, 000 
110, 000 

$51,491,000 

110,000 

Non- Federal _  .  _ 

Total _ _ _  __  . 

20, 077, 000 

16, 974,000 

11,094,000 

3, 456, 000 

51, 601, 000 

1  Non- Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  H  the  separable  costs  or  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement. 
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Project  economics. — 


Reservoirs 


Yates  ville 


Paintsville 


Panther 

Creek 


Local  pro¬ 
tection, 
Martin,  Ky. 


Total 


Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortiza 

tion _ 

Maintenance _ 

Total,  Federal _ 

Non-Federal: 

Interest  and  amortiza¬ 
tion  _ 

Maintenance _ 

Land  productivity _ 

Total,  non-Federal_ 

Total  charges _ 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ 

Recreation _ 

Water  quality _ 

Total _ : _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 


$5(13,  000 
57,  500 


620,  500 


84,  300 
262,  000 
35.  700 


382,  000 


1, 002,  500 


283, 500 
1,  272, 000 
210,  000 


1,  765,  500 


1.8 


$543,  000 
57,  200 


$360,  300 
56,  900 


$133,  600 
0 


600,  200 


417,  200 


133,  600 


32, 900 
107,  200 
22,  000 


17,  100 
55,  200 
2.300 


4,500 

20,  000 


162, 100 


74,600 


24.500 


762, 300 


491,  800 


158, 100 


159,  800 
523,  000 
357, 000 


133,  200 
279,  100 
105,  000 


159,  400 


1,039,800 


517,  300 


159,  400 


1.4 


1.1 


1.  01 


$1,  599,  900 
171,  600 


1,  771,  500 


138,  800 
444,  400 
60,000 


643,  200 


2,  414,  700 


735,  900 
2,  074,  100 
672,  000 


3,  482,  000 


1.4 


Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Yates  ville,  Paints¬ 
ville,  and  Panther  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects,  local  interests 
will  be  required  to  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  for  each  major  project  they  will  in  accordance  with  the 
proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  administer  project 
land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement; 
pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees) 
with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  first  cost  of  the  reservoir 
projects  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  the 
amounts  involved  being  currently  estimated  as  follows: 


Reservoir 

Total 

amount 

Initial 

amount 

Future 

amount 

Yatesville _  __  _  _  _______  _ _ _ 

$2.  600, 000 
965,  000 
503,  500 

$1, 024, 000 
725,  000 
387,  000 

$1, 576, 000 
240,  000 
116,500 

Total 

4,  068,  500 

2, 136, 000 

1, 932,  500 

Bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the  amounts  involved  being 
currently  estimated  as  follows  on  an  average  annual  basis: 


Reservoir 

Total 
amount  > 

Initial 
amount 1 

Future 
amount 2 

Yatesville _  _ 

$262, 000 
107, 000 
55,000 

$125, 000 
88, 000 
45,000 

$212,000 

29,000 

15,500 

424,000 

258, 000 

256, 500 

1  Values  are  on  average  annual  basis  distributed  over  the  economic  life  of  the  project. 

2  Not  discounted. 
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Provided  further,  that  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  features  of  the  reservoirs  may  be  modified  in 
accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided  in  the  proposed  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  depending  upon  the  intentions  of  local 
interests  regarding  participation  in  the  costs  of  these  features  at  the 
time  of  reservoir  construction  and  subsequent  thereto,  and  that  appro¬ 
priate  adjustments  reflecting  such  modifications  may  be  made  in  the 
allocation  of  costs  to  other  project  purposes;  and  provided  further 
that  the  local  participation  in  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
features  may  be  modified  to  conform  with  standards  established  by 
studies  made  pursuant  to  programs  pertaining  to  Appalachia;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  resulting  from  water 
rights  claims  due  to  construction  and  operation  of  the  project;  exercise 
to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of 
streamflow  made  available  for  water  quality  control;  contribute  to  the 
control  of  pollution  of  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by 
adequate  treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlled  wastes  at  their 
source;  and  protect  channels  downstream  from  the  reservoir  from  en¬ 
croachment  which  would  adversely  affect  operation  of  the  reservoir 
system;  prior  to  construction  of  the  channel  improvement  project 
on  Beaver  Creek  for  the  protection  of  Martin,  Ky.,  local  interests 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they 
will  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
spoil-disposal  areas,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
operation  of  these  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  work;  perform  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  necessary  utility  relocations  and  alterations,  highway 
or  highway  bridge  construction,  and  other  alterations  required  in  con¬ 
nection  with  these  works;  prevent  encroachments  on  the  improved 
channel  which  might  interfere  with  the  proper  functioning  of  the 
project;  maintain  the  improved  channel  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  at  least  annually 
inform  interests  affected  that  the  channel  improvement  will  not  pro¬ 
vide  complete  protection  against  a  flood  greater  than  that  which 
occurred  in  January  1946. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
advises  that  it  would  expect  a  reanalysis  of  the  benefits  and  costs  of 
the  proposed  projects,  including  such  reformulation  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 
Subject  to  the  above  consideration  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises 
that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  report 
to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  Big  Sandy  River  Basin  is 
located  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Appalachian  region  which  is 
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under  study  by  the  President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 
to  determine  steps  to  be  taken  in  a  long-range  effort  to  stabilize 
and  revitalize  the  economy  of  this  chronically  depressed  area.  The 
committee  notes  also  that  provision  of  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ments  would  significantly  improve  the  economic  conditions  of  the 
area  with  a  resulting  increase  in  the  overall  well-being  of  the 
communities. 

The  committee  expects  that  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  will  prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits  and  costs  of 
the  proposed  projects,  including  such  reformulation  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 
Appropriate  language  has  been  included  in  the  bill  on  this  matter. 

MARTINS  FORK  RESERVOIR,  UPPER  CUMBERLAND  RIVER,  KY. 

(June  2,  1965) 

Location. — The  Upper  Cumberland  River  Basin,  which  contains 
1,977  square  miles,  is  that  portion  of  the  basin  which  lies  above 
Cumberland  Falls.  The  Cumberland  River  is  formed  by  the  junction 
of  Poor  and  Clover  Forks,  132  miles  above  Cumberland  Falls. 
Martins  Fork  joins  Clover  Fork  at  the  town  of  Harlan,  Ivy. 

Authority. — -Resolutions  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  March  19,  1963, 
and  June  19,  1963,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  flood 
control  projects  in  the  Martins  Fork  Basin. 

Flood  problem. — All  reaches  of  Martins  Fork  except  for  the  extreme 
upper  reaches  have  flood  problems.  Floods  are  severe  in  the  middle 
portions  of  the  stream  and  become  disastrous  in  the  lower  reaches. 
Harlan  is  the  principal  damage  center. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  dam  and 
reservoir  on  Martins  Fork  located  at  stream  mile  14.8  in  the  interest 
of  flood  control,  water  quality  control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  July  196 j). — - 

Federal _ _ _  $4,860,000 

Non-Federal _  1  (345,  000) 

Total _  4,  860,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  separable  costs  of  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . 

$150, 800 
15, 000 

$11,  500 
35, 000 
2,300 

$162,  300 
50, 000 
2,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Land  productivity  loss _ 

Total  .  . 

165, 800 

48,  800 

214, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented . . . . . ...  __ 

157,  800 
114,000 
83,  800 

W ater  quality _ _ - . . . . 

Recreation...  ..  . 

Total . .  . . . . . . 

355, 600 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  local  interests  are  required 
to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
they  will  prevent  encroachment  on  downstream  channels  to  the  extent 
needed  to  provide  for  effective  reservoir  operation;  at  least  annually 
notify  interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete 
flood  protection;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  water  rights  claims  resulting  from  construction  and  operation 
of  the  project;  contribute  to  the  control  of  pollution  of  the  streams 
subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate  treatment  or  other 
methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source;  and  exercise,  to  the  full 
extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of  streamflow 
made  available  by  reservoir  storage  for  water  quality  control.  In 
accordance  with  the  proposed  Federal  water  project  recreation  cited 
above,  administer  project  lands  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay 
(which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest  ,  one-half  of  the  separa¬ 
ble  first  cost  of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  at 
$345,000;  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replace¬ 
ment  of  recreat  ion  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the  amount 
involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $35,000  annually. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Commonwealth  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  construction  of  the  Martins 
Fork  Dam  and  Reservoir  which  is  located  in  the  Appalachian  de¬ 
pressed  area  would  significantly  improve  the  economic  condition  of 
the  region  with  a  resulting  increase  in  the  overall  well-being  of  the 
communities.  The  improvement  has  a  good  benefit-to-cost  ratio. 
The  committee  also  notes  that  there  is  s  substantial  local  contribution 
required  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  features  of  the  project. 

EAST  ST.  LOUIS  AND  VICINITY,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  329,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  East  St.  Louis  leveed  area  is  located  on  the  left  bank 
of  the  Mississippi  River  across  from  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  Mo.  It  ex¬ 
tends  from  Cahokia  Creek  diversion  channel  on  the  north  to  Prairie 
du  Pont  Creek  on  the  south,  a  distance  of  about  20  miles. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  June  17,  1948,  and  August  20,  1957,  and  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  adopted  July  18,  1957. 

Existing  projects. — The  existing  Corps  of  Engineers’  flood  control 
project  for  East  St.  Louis  provides  for  raising  and  enlarging  the  exist¬ 
ing  levee  system  along  the  Mississippi  River  by  the  construction  or 
reconstruction  of  22  miles  of  levee  including  a  section  of  floodwall, 
together  with  necessary  appurtenant  works  consisting  of  gravity 
drainage  structures,  closure  structures  at  highway  crossings,  altera¬ 
tion  and  reconstruction  of  existing  pumping  plants,  service  roads  on 
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levee  crown,  seepage  correction  measures,  and  alterations  to  railroad 
bridges  and  approaches  at  levee  crossings.  The  project  is  scheduled 
for  completion  in  June  1966. 

Flood  problems. — About  1,400  acres  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Blue  Wat¬ 
ers  ditch  are  subject  to  overflow  causing  extensive  damages  to  resi¬ 
dential  development  when  drainage  is  blocked  by  high  stages  on 
Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  outside  the  south  flank  levee.  Also,  hillside 
runoff  overflows  existing  channels  and  floods  18,000  acres,  including 
residential  developments  and  agricultural  lands. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  detention 
areas;  enlargement  and  extension  of  existing  channels;  construction 
of  a  pumping  station  for  the  Blue  Waters  ditch  area;  a  detention  reser¬ 
voir  on  Little  Canteen  Creek;  and  appurtenant  facilities  for  protection 
of  the  Upper  Cahokia  Canal,  Harding  ditch,  and  Blue  Waters  ditch 
areas.  It  also  provides  for  reconstruction  of  the  low-water  dam  near 
the  mouth  of  the  Cahokia  Creek  diversion  channel. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1962). — - 

Federal _ $6,  180,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  160,  000 


Total _  9,  340,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. _ _ _ 

$188, 800 

$96, 500 
80, 400 
29,200 

$285, 300 
80,400 
29,200 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Loss  of  productivity  on  land..  _ 

Total _ 

188, 800 

206, 100 

394,900 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _  _  __  _ 

794, 700 
45,500 

Increased  land  use _ _ _ _  _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

840, 200 

B enefit-cost  ratio . — 2 . 1 . 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
make  all  relocations  of  and  modifications  to  highway  bridges,  streets, 
roads,  sewers,  and  utilities;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion,  including  removal  of  silt  and  debris  from  impoundment 
areas  and  channels  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secreatry  of  the  Army;  prevent  encroachment  on  imporved  channels, 
ponding  areas,  and  detention  areas  including  the  reservoir,  and  if 
encroachment  occurs  or  capacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute 
storage  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the 
United  States;  and  at  least  annually  notify  interests  affected  that 
the  project  provides  partial  protection  from  the  larger  floods.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interim :  F avorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 
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Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  project  would  provide 
needed  flood  protection  to  extensive  urban  and  rural  developments 
and  is  amply  justified.  The  desire  for  the  project  by  local  interests 
in  view  of  the  relatively  high  degree  of  non-Federal  participation  is 
another  indication  of  the  worthiness  of  the  undertaking. 

KASKASKIA  RIVER  LEVEES,  ILLINOIS 
(H.  Doc.  351,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  levees  are  located  on  the  left  and  right  banks  of  the 
Kaskaskia  River  in  central  Illinois  between  Cowden  and  Vandalia 
about  65  miles  northeast  of  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Authority.- — Section  209  of  the  Food  Control  Act,  approved  October 
23,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  authorized  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River 
provides  for  the  construction  of  a  dam  near  Carlyle,  Ill.,  about  50 
miles  downstream  from  Vandalia  and  a  dam  near  Shelby ville  about 
60  miles  upstream  from  Vandalia,  in  addition  to  nine  levee  projects 
between  Carlyle  and  New  Athens,  six  levee  projects  between  Cowden 
and  Vandalia,  and  a  local  protection  project  at  New  Athens.  Con¬ 
struction  is  under  way  on  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville  Dams  and  construc¬ 
tion  on  the  local  protection  project  at  New  Athens  was  started  in 
fiscal  year  1965. 

Problem. — Differences  in  policy  in  effect  during  the  periods  when  the 
Cowden  to  Vandalia  and  the  Carlyle  to  New  Athens  levees  were  under 
study  resulted  in  the  authorization  of  projects  protecting  predomi¬ 
nantly  agricultural  areas  in  which  the  local  interests  of  only  one  reach, 
Cowden  to  Vandalia,  were  required  to  make  a  cash  contribution  in 
recognition  of  land  enhancement  benefits  that  would  result  from 
construction  of  the  levees. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Under  current  policy  no  cash 
contribution  would  be  required  as  an  item  of  local  participation  in 
recognition  of  land  enhancement  benefits  due  to  the  reduction  in 
flood  hazard  if  the  levees  between  Cowden  and  Vandalia  were  recom¬ 
mended  for  construction  at  this  time.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended 
that  the  cash  contribution  no  longer  be  required  in  connection  with 
construction  of  these  levees. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  July  1963). — 

Cash  contribution,  $3,498,000. 


Levees  as 
authorized 

Proposed 

modification 

Project  cost 
including 
modification 

Federal.  __  __  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  __  _ _ 

$5,  442,  000 
4,  538,  000 

+$3.  498, 000 
-3,498,000 

$8,  940,  000 
1,040,000 

Non-Federal _ _ 

Total _  _ _  _ _ _ 

9,  980, 000 

0 

9, 980,  000 

Project  economics.— 


Annual  charges: 

Federal _  $344,  000 

Non-Federal _  87,  000 


Total _  431,000 

Annual  benefits _  595,  000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 .4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  for  construction;  make  all  relocations  and  alterations  to  high¬ 
ways,  roads,  bridges,  and  utilities;  construct  drainage  ditches;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate; 
and  make  a  cash  contribution  equal  to  the  full  cost  of  acquisition  of 
flowage  easements  in  those  lands  acquired  by  the  United  States 
which,  upon  completion  of  the  levee  in  District  No.  22,  will  not  be 
required  for  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Carlyle 
Reservoir.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  local  participation  in 
the  project  costs  should  be  adjusted  to  conform  to  current  policy,  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

WOOD  RIVER  DRAINAGE  AND  LEVEE  DISTRICT,  MADISON  COUNTY,  ILL. 

(H.  Doc.  150,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District  is  in 
southwestern  Illinois  along  the  left  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River, 
about  15  miles  upstream  from  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  Committees 
on  Public  Works,  adopted  July  18  and  August  20,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  protection 
against  floods  on  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributary  streams  by  con¬ 
struction  of  22  miles  of  levee  with  appurtenant  works  for  seepage 
control,  closure  structures  for  transportation  routes,  and  pumping 
stations  to  remove  blocked  drainage  from  urban  and  industrial  areas. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  still  occurs  on  low-lying  segments  of 
agricultural  and  undeveloped  lands  within  the  leveed  area  due  to 
interior  runoff  from  local  storms.  Closure  of  the  gravity  outlets 
through  the  levee  during  high  stages  on  the  Mississippi  River  causes 
ponding  with  damages  to  agricultural  lands,  including  1,300  acres  in 
the  vicinity  of  Grassy  Lake.  About  900  acres  adjacent  to  the  hills 
in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  area  are  subject  to  flooding  from  the 
hillside  runoff. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  pumping 
plant  with  collector  ditches  to  remove  impounded  runoff  in  the  vicinity 
of  Grassy  Lake. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level,  July  1962). — 

Federal _ $179,  000 

Non-Federal _  14,  000 


Total 


193, 000 
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Project  economics. — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ _ _ 

$5,500 

$500 

3,400 

200 

$6,000 
3, 400 
200 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  _ 

Loss  of  production . . .  ... 

Total . . . . . . . . 

5,500 

4,100 

9,600 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ ... 

12, 200 
7, 900 

Inereaied'productivity _ _ _ _  ... 

Total.  _ _ _ _  . 

20, 100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate;  and  prevent  encroachment  on  improved 
channels  or  ponding  areas,  and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are 
impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity 
promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  then-  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  recommended  work  is  a 
practical  and  economical  undertaking,  and  a  worthy  addition  to  the 
existing  project. 

IOWA  AND  CEDAR  RIVERS,  IOWA  AND  MINN.  (INTERIM) 

(H.  Doc.  166,  89th  Cong.) 

Location—  The  source  of  the  Iowa  River  is  in  Hancock  County, 
Iowa,  while  the  Cedar  River  rises  in  Dodge  County,  Minn.  Both 
streams  flow  southeasterly.  Cedar  River  empties  into  the  Iowa  River 
at  Columbus  Junction,  Iowa,  29.6  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  of 
the  Iowa  River;  Iowa  River  enters  the  Mississippi  River  at  a  point 
433.5  miles  above  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  River. 

Authority. — HFCC  resolution  adopted  July  16,  1945;  SCC  resolu¬ 
tion  adopted  August  6,  1945;  HPWC  resolution  adopted  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  one  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project 
in  the  Iowa  and  Cedar  Basins,  the  Coralville  Dam  and  Reservoir  on 
the  Iowa  River,  about  S3  miles  above  the  mouth  of  that  stream, 
placed  in  operation  in  1958.  The  Rochester  Dam  and  Reservoir,  on 
Cedar  River  about  2  miles  upstream  from  the  town  of  Rochester  in 
Cedar  County,  is  authorized  but  construction  has  been  deferred  for 
restudy.  The  primary  purpose  of  these  projects  is  to  provide  flood 
protection  to  areas  downstream  from  the  dams.  The  projects  would 
provide  no  flood  protection  to  the  communities  under  consideration 
in  this  report.  Under  the  provisions  of  section  205  of  the  1962  Flood 
Control  Act  for  small  flood-control  projects,  improvements  on  BeaAmr 
Creek  at  New  Hartford,  Iowa,  have  been  authorized  and  an  investi¬ 
gation  is  in  progress  on  Iowa  River  and  Otter  Creek  at  Chelsea,  Iowa. 
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Other  flood-control  improvements  within  the  basin  have  been  con¬ 
structed  by  local  interests  and  by  the  Works  Projects  Administration 
during  the  1930’s.  These  include  reaches  of  levees  and  river  walls  at 
scattered  locations. 

Flood  problem. — Flood  damages  have  been  significant  in  urban  and 
rural  areas  in  the  Iowa-Cedar  Basins  and  are  expected  to  increase  in 
the  future.  Because  topography  in  the  upper  basins  is  not  suitable 
for  effective  reservoir  storage,  local  protection  is  the  only  physical 
alternative. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvements  for  flood  control 
on  Iowa  River  and  Linn  Creek  at  Marshalltown,  Iowa;  and  on  Cedar 
River  and  Blackliawk  Creek  at  Waterloo,  Iowa;  to  consist  of  levees, 
floodwalls,  pumping  plants,  drainage  structures,  ponding  areas,  inter¬ 
ceptor  sewers,  bridge  modification  and  replacement,  closure  structures, 
and  channel  enlargement  on  Linn  Creek;  generally  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  of  the  district  engineer  and  with  such  modifications  thereof  as 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  be  advisable. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  April  1968). — - 


Marshalltown 

Waterloo 

Federal _  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ _ _ 

$2, 670, 000 
430,  000 

$14, 900, 000 
3,  750, 000 

Total _ _ _ _ 

3, 100, 000 

18, 650, 000 

Project  economics. — 


Marshalltown 

Waterloo 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 
Maintenance  and  opera- 

$87, 000 

$14, 100 

31, 200 

$101, 100 

31, 200 

$492, 800 

$124, 100 

29,400 

$616, 900 

29, 400 

Total.  _ _ 

87,000 

45, 300 

194, 500 

132, 300 

492, 800 

153,  500 

799, 300 

646, 300 

Annual  benefits:  Damages 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Marshalltown,  1.5;  Waterloo,  1.2. 

Local  cooperation.— Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  borrow,  ponding, 
and  spoil-disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the 
works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  alterations 
of  buildings,  utilities,  highway  bridges,  roads,  and  other  facilities 
(except  railroad  bridges)  made  necessary  by  construction  of  the 
project;  and  prevent  any  encroachment  on  the  flood  channels  and 
ponding  areas  which  would  decrease  their  effectiveness,  and  if  ponding 
areas  and  capacities  are  unpaired,  promptly  provide  substitute  storage 
capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  without  cost  to  the  United 
States;  and  provided  further,  that  either  plan  may  be  constructed 
independently  of  the  other  when  funds  are  available  and  the  pre¬ 
scribed  local  cooperation  therefor  has  been  furnished.  Local  in- 
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terests  are  willing  and  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  construction  of 
local  protection  works  at  Marshalltown  and  Waterloo  are  amply 
justified  by  the  prevention  of  flood  damages. 

ZUMBRO  RIVER,  MINN. 

(H.  Doc.  246,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Zumbro  River,  a  west-bank  tributary  of  the  Mississippi 
River,  drains  1,402  square  miles  in  southeastern  Minnesota  and  enters 
the  Mississippi  River  about  70  miles  southeast  of  St.  Paul,  Minn. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  March  5,  1952. 

Existing  ■project. — There  are  no  existing  flood-control  projects  con¬ 
structed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  Zumbro  River  Basin. 

Flood  problem. — High  flows  on  the  Zumbro  River  cause  substantial 
Flood  damages  in  the  reach  from  Kellogg  to  the  mouth.  Floodflows 
destroy  crops  and  damage  farm  buildings,  machinery,  fences,  and 
local  roads. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  improvement  of 
Zumbro  River,  below  Kellogg,  Minn.,  for  flood  control  by  construction 
of  setback  levees  with  11,000  feet  on  the  north  bank  and  12,360  feet 
along  the  south  bank,  excavation  of  channel  cutoffs,  the  upper  cutoff 
3,800  feet  long  and  the  lower  3,170  feet  long,  and  protection  of  the 
riverbank  with  riprap. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1962). — 

Federal _ _ _ _ _ _ _  $975,000 

Non-Federal _  73,  000 


Total _  1,  048,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$37, 100 

$2, 700 
2,500 

$39, 800 
2,  500 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

37, 100 

5,200 

42, 300 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ - 

54,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.— Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  of 
the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  contribute  in  cash  an  amount  equal  to  1.5 
percent  of  the  actual  cost  of  construction,  presently  estimated  at 
$15,000,  necessary  for  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadway, 
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such  contribution  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  commencement 
of  construction,  the  final  allocation  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual 
costs  are  known;  maintain  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  presciibed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  make 
at  their  own  expense  any  necessary  alterations  to  utilities  and  high¬ 
ways,  highway  bridges,  and  approaches;  and  prevent  encroachments 
which  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved 
Zumbro  River  Channel  and  the  area  between  the  levees.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  average  annual  flood  damages  under  existing  con¬ 
ditions  are  estimated  at  $57,800.  The  committee  considers  the  proj¬ 
ect  well  justified  and  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  including 
a  cash  contribution,  are  equitable  and  in  accordance  with  existing 
policy  for  local  flood  protection  projects. 

BIG  STONE  LAKE,  WHETSTONE  RIVER,  MINN.  AND  S.  DAK. 

(H.  Doc.  579,  87th  Cong,  and  H.  Doc.  193,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Big  Stone  Lake  is  located  on  the  Minnesota-South 
Dakota  State  line  at  the  head  of  the  Minnesota  River.  Whestone 
River  is  a  tributary  of  the  Minnesota  River.  The  confluence  of 
Whetstone  River  with  the  Minnesota  River  is  immediately  below 
Big  Stone  Lake. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  22,  1936. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  projects  in  the 
immediate  project  area.  Non-Federal  project  consists  of  an  outlet 
control  dam  at  Big  Stone  Lake,  a  diversion  of  Whetstone  River  into 
Big  Stone  Lake,  a  silt  barrier  at  the  diversion,  and  channel  improve¬ 
ment  immediately  below  Big  Stone  Lake. 

Flood  problem. — (1)  Local  interests  never  acquired  flowage  rights  on 
Big  Stone  Lake.  As  a  result  the  project  has  failed  to  solve  the  flood 
problems;  (2)  diversion  of  Whetstone  River  has  resulted  in  excessive 
stages  on  Big  Stone  Lake;  (3)  releases  of  floodwaters  from  Big  Stone 
Lake  for  long  periods  has  resulted  in  flood  problems  to  downstream 
agricultural  interests;  (4)  silt  deposition  resulting  from  the  diversion 
of  Whetstone  River  has  resulted  in  loss  of  lake  area;  and  (5)  the  Bureau 
of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  finds  that 
this  area  would  be  an  unparalleled  strategic  location  for  a  national 
wildlife  refuge  which  would  be  of  high  value  for  development  of  water- 
fowl  resources;  and  that  it  would  be  of  national  significance  in  that 
Bureau’s  migratory  bird  management  program. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  dam,  reservoir, 
and  appurtenant  works  on  Minnesota  River  above  U.S.  Highway 
No.  7/,  including  improvement  of  about  2.5  miles  of  drainage  ditch 
and  acquisition  of  about  1,600  acres  of  additional  lands  bordering  the 
reservoir  specifically  for  wildlife  conservation  and  development  ; 
modification  of  the  outlet  control  dam,  Big  Stone  Lake,  by  lowering 
the  crest  3  feet  and  providing  6  feet  of  stoplog  control;  modification 
of  the  silt,  barrier,  Big  Stone  Lake,  by  raising  the  crest  1  foot,  bank 
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stabilization  and  related  work  in  the  lower  6-mile  reach  of  Whetstone 
River;  and  channel  improvement  on  Minnesota  River  for  about 
3  miles  below  the  lake  outlet  control  dam. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1959). — 

Federal _ _ _ $3,  885,  000 

Non-Federal _  118,  000 

Total _  4,  003,  000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$141, 600 
2, 000 
15, 900 

$4, 200 
3, 000 

$145, 800 
5,000 
15, 900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Interest  on  productive  land _ _ 

Total _ _  _ _ 

159,  500 

7, 200 

166, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _  _ _ 

19, 100 
32, 000 
137, 900 

Recreation __  _ _ _ _  _  _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _ _ _ 

Total _  _ 

189, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — For  the  project  as  a  whole:  Contribute  in  cash 
20  percent  of  the  cost  allocated  to  flood  control,  such  contribution 
being  presently  estimated  at  $102,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  commencement  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  allocation 
of  cost  to  be  made  after  the  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  and 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works.  For  the  project,  exclusive  of  the  the  dam  and 
reservoir:  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project; 
maintain  and  operate  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  make  at  their 
own  expense  all  necessary  changes  to  highways,  highway  bridges  and 
approaches,  utilities,  and  miscellaneous  existing  improvements;  and 
prevent  encroachments  which  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying  capac¬ 
ity  of  the  improved  channel;  provided  further  that,  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  construction  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  above  U.S. 
Highway  No.  75,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Director,  Fish  and 
Wuldlife  Service,  shall  prepare  a  general  plan,  mutually  acceptable  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  for 
administering  the  use  of  waters,  land,  or  interests  therein  for  wildlife 
conservation  and  development  so  as  to  provide  the  best  use  for  all 
project  purposes;  and  provided  further,  that  the  upstream  work  not 
be  undertaken  until  construction  has  been  started  on  the  dam  and 
reservoir  above  U.S.  Highway  No.  75.  Local  interests  are  willing  to 
furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 
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Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  ('printed  in  II.  Doc.  198,  88th 
Cong.,  2d  sess.). — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress;  it  states  however,  should 
the  project  be  authorized  and  the  lands  for  the  project  be  acquired 
prior  to  enactment  of  H.R.  9032,  it  would  expect  that  the  $28  million 
provided  for  by  section  1(f)  of  H.R.  9032  should  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  which  would  have  been  chargeable  to  that  amount. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  (H.  Doc.  193,  88th  Cong.,  2d 
sess.). — The  Secretary  of  the  Army  states  that  he  concurs  in  the  views 
and  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  report  published 
in  House  Document  579,  87th  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee,  after  careful  consideration  of  the  views 
of  all  interested  parties  regarding  authorization  of  this  project,  is  of 
the  opinion  that  the  project  is  meritorious  and  accordingly  has  in¬ 
cluded  language  in  the  bill  providing  for  its  construction  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

The  committee  notes  that  all  interested  Federal  and  State  agencies 
have  given  their  indorsement  to  this  project. 

MAUMEE  RIVER  BASIN,  FINDLAY,  OHIO 
(H.  Doc.  158,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.— Findlay  is  the  county  seat  of  Hancock  and  is  about  40 
miles  south  of  Toledo,  Ohio.  It  is  flooded  by  Blanchard  River  a 
tributary  of  Auglaize  River  which  in  turn  is  a  tributary  of  Maumee 
River. 

Authority. — In  partial  response  to  items  in  the  Flood  Control  Act 
approved  December  22,  1944,  and  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
March  2,  1945. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  im¬ 
provements  at  Findlay. 

Flood  problems. — Floods  are  an  annual  threat  at  Findlay.  Serious 
flooding,  which  inundates  the  residential  and  commercial  streets  by 
overland  flow  from  the  streams,  occurs  on  the  average  of  once  every 
5  years. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Levees  and  floodwalls  extending 
along  both  banks  of  Blanchard  River  with  channel  improvements; 
a  diversion  channel  for  Eagle  and  Lye  Creeks  about  3  miles  in  length ; 
six  pumping  stations  for  interior  drainage;  construction  of  four  new 
highway  bridges  and  one  new  railroad  bridge  over  the  diversion 
channel;  and  modification  of  four  highway  and  two  railroad  bridges 
over  Blanchard  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1962). — 

Federal _ _ _ $9,317,000 

Non-Federal _  3,  193,  000 


Total 


12, 510, 000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$345,  006 

$148, 300 
32, 500 

$493, 900 
32,  500 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ _ 

Total . . . - . - . 

345, 600 

180, 800 

526, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

642, 400 
11,  000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - 

653,  400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 .2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  modify  or  relocate  buildings, 
utilities,  roads,  and  other  facilities  where  necessary  for  the  construction 
of  the  project;  construct  or  modify  highway  bridges  and  construct  the 
Clay  Tile  Co.  railroad  bridge  over  the  diversion  channel;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion,  including  all 
bridge  operation  and  maintenance;  prevent  any  encroachment  on  the 
project  flood  channels  and  ponding  areas  which  would  decrease  the 
effectiveness  of  the  flood  control  improvements  or,  if  ponding  areas 
and  capacities  are  impaired,  promptly  provide  substitute  capacities  to 
restore  the  effectiveness  of  the  flood  control  project;  provide  ease¬ 
ments  or  assurance  of  flood  plain  restrictions  to  prevent  construction 
of  works  that  would  exclude  floodwater  from  the  designated  natural 
storage  areas  on  Blanchard  River  immediately  upstream  from  the 
project,  and  provide  assurances  of  flood  plain  restrictions  in  the 
designated  flood  plain  on  Blanchard  River  immediately  downstream 
of  the  project  and  to  permit  such  improvements  downstream  of  the 
project  only  if  the  effects  thereof  on  the  Findlay  flood  protection  proj¬ 
ect  are  negligible  or  if  compensating  works  in  the  form  of  channel 
improvements  are  provided;  and  reimburse  the  United  States  a  sum 
estimated  at  $75,000  for  non-Federal  items  of  local  cooperation  which 
are  included  in  the  Federal  construction  cost  and  comprise  bridge 
abutment  costs  in  excess  of  normal  floodwall  sections  and  additional 
fill  for  the  East  Main  Cross  Street  embankment.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Serious  flooding  occurs  on  the  average  of  once  every  5 
years.  A  recurrence  of  the  flood  of  March  1913,  the  maximum  of 
record,  under  present  conditions  would  cause  damages  estimated  at 
$10,370,000.  The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvement 
is  economically  justified  and  considers  that  authorization  of  the 
project  is  warranted. 
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CHAGRIN  RIVER,  OHIO 
(S.  Doc.  35,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Chagrin  River  is  in  northeastern  Ohio  and  flows 
into  Lake  Erie  about  15  miles  east  of  Cleveland. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  July  25,  1952. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  or 
navigation  projects  in  the  basin.  Id  October  1960,  residents  of  a 
flood"  area  in  the  village  of  Willoughby  Hills  completed  a  local  channel 
improvement  consisting  of  straightening  a  short  reach  of  existing 
channel  and  excavating  a  section  of  new  channel  across  a  meander. 
During  the  summer  months,  local  interests  have  intermittently 
dredged  a  navigation  channel  through  the  sandbar  at  the  mouth  of 
the  river.  Generally,  the  effectiveness  of  the  channel  is  lost  in  the 
next  major  storm. 

Flood  problem. — Most  of  the  major  floods  in  the  basin  have  resulted 
from  rain  on  snow-covered  or  frozen  ground.  In  the  lowermost 
reaches  of  the  river,  flooding  is  aggravated  by  the  sandbar  in  Lake 
Erie  at  the  mouth  of  the  river.  The  restrictive  sandbar  causes  ice 
jams  from  river  ice  which,  combined  with  windrowed  lake  ice,  results 
in  significantly  higher  stages  aud  damages  than  would  otherwise  occur 
considering  only  the  discharge.  The  maximum  discharge  of  record, 
which  occurred  during  the  March  1948  flood,  was  estimated  at  21,400 
cubic  feet  per  second,  with  a  recurrence  interval  of  about  35  years. 
Five  lives  were  lost  during  the  January  1959  flood  which  was  the  most 
damaging  of  record,  with  total  damages  estimated  at  $384,000  on 
the  basis  of  May  1960  price  levels. 

Navigation  problem.- — The  uncertainty  as  to  entrance  conditions  is 
a  deterrent  to  navigation  and  prevents  realization  of  the  full  potential 
of  the  river  mouth  as  a  small  boat  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  arrowhead 
breakwaters  in  Lake  Erie  at  the  mouth  of  Chagrin  River,  aggregating 
about  2,360  feet  in  length;  realinement  and  enlargement  of  the  Cha¬ 
grin  River  Channel  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  through  the  city  of 
Eastlake,  a  total  distance  of  about  10,400  feet,  with  a  depth  of  10 
feet  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  to  a  point  about  1,750  feet  above 
the  river  mouth;  thence  a  depth  of  7  feet  to  a  point  about  3,500  feet 
above  the  river  mouth;  and  thence  uniform  bottom  slopes  to  the 
upstream  limit  of  the  improvement;  levees,  with  a  total  length  of 
about  7,000  feet,  where  required  to  supplement  channel  enlargement; 
a  spur  channel  for  navigation,  100  feet  wide,  6  feet  deep,  and  about 
1,500  feet  long;  an  access  channel  for  navigation,  50  feet  wide  and  4 
feet  deep,  from  deep  water  to  the  secondary  river  channel;  and 
recreational  facilities  at  the  river  mouth. 

The  improvement  for  navigation  and  flood  control  may  be  under¬ 
taken  independently  of  providing  public  recreational  fishing  facilities 
whenever  funds  are  available  and  the  required  local  cooperation  has 
been  furnished.  The  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  these  recreational  fishing  facilities 
may  be  modified  in  accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided  in  the 
proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (H.R.  5269,  89th 
Cong.),  depending  on  the  intentions  of  non-Federal  interests  regarding 
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participation  in  the  costs  of  these  features  at  the  time  of  construction 
and  subsequent  thereto. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  December  1963). — 

Federal _ $2,200,000 

Non-Federal _  755,  000 


Total _  2,  955,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _  __ 

$88,  500 
7,500 

$30,  500 
10,  500 

$119,  000 
18, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  _  _ _ _  _  ... 

Total . .  __  _ _ _ 

96, 000 

41.  000 

137. 000 

Annual  benefits: 

76, 200 
22. 800 
103,  000 
103, 000 

Enhancement _  _  ...  ...  _ _ 

Recreational  boating _ _ 

Recreational  fishing _ 

Total _ ...  _ _ _ _ _ 

305, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  that  portion  of 
the  first  cost  of  Federal  construction  allocated  to  recreational  naviga¬ 
tion,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $498,000  to  be  paid 
either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  install¬ 
ments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have  been  deter¬ 
mined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  project  including  initial  and  subsequent  spoil-disposal  areas  and 
any  necessary  retaining  dikes  and  bulkheads,  or  the  cost  of  such 
retaining  works,  and  any  subsequent  redistribution  of  spoil  material 
required;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  claims  for 
damages  incident  to  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  and 
relocations  to  existing  improvements  including  highways,  buildings, 
utilities,  sewers,  and  other  facilities  which  may  be  required  because 
of  the  project;  maintain  and  operate  the  project  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
except  for  Federal  maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation;  breakwaters; 
the  entrance  channel  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  to  the  shoreline, 
275  to  220  feet  wide,  and  about  1,000  feet  long,  to  a  depth  of  10  feet; 
a  part  of  the  navigation  channel  from  the  shoreline  upriver,  100  feet 
wide  and  about  3,100  feet  long,  to  a  depth  of  10  feet  for  about  1,750 
feet,  thence  a  depth  of  7  feet  for  about  1,350  feet;  and  a  stub  channel 
about  250  feet  long  beginning  about  1,400  feet  above  the  shoreline, 
generally  100  feet  wide  with  widened  approaches,  to  a  depth  of  10 
feet;  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  to  prevent  obstruction  or 
encroachment  on  channels  and  rights-of-way  necessary  to  proper 
functioning  of  the  project  for  flood  control;  prescribe  and  enforce 
speed  limits  to  prevent  damage  by  wave  wash  to  the  banks  of  project 
channels;  establish  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body 
empowered  to  provide,  maintain,  and  operate  local  harbor  facilities, 
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with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  neces¬ 
sary  mooring  facilities  and  service  areas,  including  a  public  landing 
with  suitable  supply  facilities,  a  launching  ramp,  parking  areas,  and 
access  roads,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or 
repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the 
separable  cost  of  the  structural  modifications  necessary  to  provide  for 
recreational  fishing  facilities  on  the  breakwaters,  and  one-half  of  the 
cost  of  associated  access  facilities  and  parking  areas  with  adequate 
sanitary  facilities,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  at 
$80,000;  and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance  and  replacement  of  these 
modifications  and  associated  facilities,  the  amount  involved  currently 
being  estimated  at  $3,000  on  an  average  annual  basis. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.- — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  or  navigation 
projects  in  the  basin.  The  committee  believes  that  the  annual 
benefits  from  the  project  will  provide  a  very  favorable  economical 
project. 

GRAND  RIVER,  GRANDVILLE,  MICH. 

(H.  Doc.  157,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  city  of  Grandville  is  located  on  the  main  stem  of 
Grand  River  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  Kent  County,  Mich. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  16,  1950.  (This  is  an  interim  report  in  response  to  the  above 
authority.) 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
projects  at  Grandville. 

Flood  problem. — Parts  of  Grandville  are  flooded  in  varying  degrees 
on  the  average  of  once  a  year  with  10  major  floods  having  occurred 
since  1900. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
consists  of  about  10,000  feet  of  levee,  two  closure  structures,  and 
associated  interior  drainage  works,  including  a  storm-drain  inter¬ 
ceptor  system  and  a  pumping  plant. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  oj  June  1961). — 

Federal _ $1,  373,  000' 

Non-Federal _  55,  000 


Total _  1,  428,  000 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

$49, 600 

$3, 200 
7,  500 

$52, 800 
7,  500 

Total _  _  _ _ 

49,  600 

10,700 

60,300 

75,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  areas,  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  accomplish  all  relocations 
and  alterations  of  streets,  buildings,  pipelines,  utilities,  bridges,  and 
other  structures  (except  railroad  facilities)  made  necessary  by  the  con¬ 
struction  work;  maintain  and  operate  the  project  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
and  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  to  prevent  encroachment  on 
rights-of-way  needed  for  proper  functioning  of  the  project.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.- — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — -Parts  of  Grandville  are  flooded  in  varying  degrees  on  the 
average  of  once  a  year.  At  least  10  major  floods  have  occurred  during 
the  period  1901  to  1958.  Based  on  the  state  of  development  and 
prices  in  1961,  recurrence  of  the  record  flood  of  March  1904  would 
cause  damages  estimated  at  $783,000.  The  committee  considers 
this  project  economically  justified  and  recommends  its  adoption. 

WINSLOW,  ARIZ. 

(S.  Doc.  63,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  area  under  consideration  comprises  a  drainage 
area  of  26  square  miles  tributary  to  the  Little  Colorado  River  in 
Coconino  and  Navajo  Counties,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  city 
of  Winslow  in  northeastern  Arizona. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  November  6,  1957. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers’  projects  for 
flood  control.  The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  has  constructed  a 
diversion  levee  and  channel  above  Winslow  Municipal  Airport,  to 
divert  small  and  medium  flows  from  Ice  House  Wash  to  Ruby  Wash. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  other  minor  channel  improvements 
along  Ruby  and  Ice  House  Washes.  These  improvements  do  not 
adequately  control  floodflows. 

Flood  problem. — The  washes  rising  southwest  of  Winslow  and 
flowing  through  the  urban  and  adjacent  areas  into  the  Little  Colorado 
River  flood  plain  are  inadequate  to  carry  without  damage  the  flood- 
flows  resulting  from  the  highly  intense  rainfall  of  local  thunderstorms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  diversion  levee  and  channel 
5.5  miles  long  extending  from  the  Winslow  Municipal  Airport  to  the 
Little  Colorado  River,  and  enlargement  of  the  Ice  House  Wash 
Channel  along  a  2-mile  reach. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1961). — 

Federal _ $2,775,000 

Non-Federal _  165,  000 


Total 


2,  940,  000 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Noii-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  _  _ _  -  _ 

$104, 000 

0 

$8, 000 
11,000 

$112, 000 
11,000 

Total.-  _ _  _ 

104,000 

19,000 

123,000 
175, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation.— Furnish  lands,  easements, 'and  rights-of-way; 
accomplish  all  necessary  modifications  or  relocatoins  of  highways, 
bridges,  utilities,  irrigation  facilities,  and  drainage  works;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate  works 
after  completion;  prevent  encroachment  upon  improved  channels  and 
restrictive  areas  upstream  from  diversion  levee.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  washes  rising  southwest  of  Winslow  and  flowing 
through  the  urban  and  adjacent  areas  are  inadequate  to  carry  without 
damage  the  floodflows  resulting  from  the  highly  intense  rainfall  of 
local  thunderstorms.  The  proposed  improvements  would  prevent  81 
percent  of  the  potential  flood  damages  in  the  area.  The  committee 
notes  that  the  local  contribution  is  the  normal  one  of  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way,  and  that  the  improvements  are  economically 
justified. 

INDIAN  BEND  WASH,  ARIZ. 

(H.  Doc.  303,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Indian  Bend  Wash,  a  part  of  the  Gila  River  Basin,  has 
a  drainage  area  of  about  224  square  miles  in  Maricopa  County,  Ariz., 
and  flows  into  the  Salt  River  about  10  miles  east  of  Phoenix. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  28,  1938. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  completed  Federal  projects  for  flood 
control.  The  Salt  River  channel  clearing  project  authorized  for 
construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  at  the  lower  end  of  Indian 
Bend  Wash.  The  Arizona  Canal  of  the  Salt  River  project,  a  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  project  operated  by  local  interests,  crosses  Indian  Bend 
Wash  about  7  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth. 

Flood  problem. — Because  of  inadequate  channel  capacity,  a  highly 
developed  residential  area  in  the  city  of  Scottsdale  is  subject  to 
damages  from  floods.  Agricultural,  irrigation,  public  highway,  and 
utility  properties  in  the  area  are  also  subject  to  flood  damage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Seven  miles  of  concrete  lined 
channel  extending  from  the  Arizona  Canal  to  Salt  River. 
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Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  November  1961). — - 

Federal _ $7,250,000 

Non-Federal _  1,  770,  000 

Total _  9,020,000 

Project  economics. — 


Total _  9,020,000 

Project  economics.— 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$205, 700 

0 

$64, 550 
22,  000 

$270,  250 
22, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _  _ 

205, 700 

86, 550 

292,  250 
530,  000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented. _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  spoil  disposal  areas;  accomplish  all  necessary  modifications 
or  relocations  of  highways,  bridges,  utilities,  and  irrigation  facilities; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and 
operate  the  completed  works;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved 
channel;  notify  at  least  annually  affected  interests  that  the  project 
will  not  provide  complete  flood  protection;  any  increase  in  costs 
incurred  solely  to  reduce  flood  easement  lands  required  should  be 
borne  by  local  interests.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Maricopa 
County  and  the  Flood  Control  District  of  Maricopa  County  have 
indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Because  of  inadequate  channel  capacity,  a  highly  de¬ 
veloped  residential  area  in  the  city  of  Scottsdale,  and  agricultural, 
irrigation,  public  highway,  and  utility  properties  in  the  area  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  flood  damage.  The  channel  improvements  would  prevent 
about  96  percent  of  the  potential  flood  damages  in  the  area.  The 
committee  notes  the  favorable  benefit-cost  ratio  and  considers  the 
project  meritorious  for  Federal  undertaking  to  protect  a  rapidly 
growing  area. 

Additional  comments  concerning  this  project  are  set  forth  m 
“Committee  Recommendations.” 

SANTA  ROSA  WASH,  ARIZ. 

(H.  Doc.  189,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Santa  Rosa  Wash,  a  tributary  of  Santa  Cruz  River  in 
the  Gila  River  Basin,  is  south  of  Phoenix  and  northwest  of  Tucson, 
Ariz. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act,  approved  June  28,  1938. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  flood 
control  on  Santa  Rosa  Wash.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has 
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constructed  a  number  of  small  check  dams  to  pond  water  for  cattle. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  some  levee  and  channel  improvements 
which  are  inadequate. 

Flood  problem. — The  highly  developed  agricultural  area  north  of 
the  Papago  Indian  Reservation  is  subject  to  flood  damage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  of  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control, 
irrigation,  and  recreation;  construction  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  of  an  irrigation  project  with  facilities  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  downstream  from  the  dam.  Entire  project  to  be  operated 
and  maintained  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Estimated  cost  ( all  Federal,  September  1962  price  level). — 


Corps  of  Engineers _ $5,  375,  000 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs _  1,  055,  000 

Total _ 1  6,  430,  000 


1  Includes  $37,500  which  would  be  reimbursable  by  local  interests  under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  5269. 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges  (Federal): 

Interest  and  amortization _  $210,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  1  62,  000 


Total _  272,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  527,  000 

Irrigation _  124,  000 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _  109,  000 


Total _  760,  000 


1  Includes  $18,000  which  would  be  a  non-Federal  responsiblity  under  the  provisions  of  H.R.  5269. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.8 

Local  cooperation. — Establish  and  enforce  floodway  limits  and 
regulations  to  maintain  the  hydraulic  capacity  of  the  existing  channel, 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages,  adjust  all  water 
rights  claims,  and  make  available  appropriate  rights  to  those  lands 
required  for  construction  of  dam  and  reservoir. 

Comments  ofi  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  ofi  the  Budget. — -The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Bureau  notes  that  minor  specific  costs  for  recreation  and 
fishery  development  are  proposed  to  be  borne  federally.  Because  the 
reservoir  would  be  located  on  Indian  tribal  lands,  the  usual  provisions 
for  land  acquisition  and  public  access  are  not  being  proposed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  project.  In  view  of  this  situation,  the  Bureau  would 
recommend  that  the  specific  recreation  and  fishery  facilities  should  be 
deleted  as  part  of  the  project,  and  left  for  separate  development  by  the 
Papago  Indian  Tribal  Council.  Alternatively,  the  Bureau  would 
recommend  development  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act,  introduced  as  H.R.  5269  and  S.  1229,  and  would 
expect  that,  prior  to  such  development,  public  access  to  project  land 
and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  would  be 
guaranteed. 

Recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — After  consideration 
of  the  report  in  the  light  of  the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  the  improvements  as  proposed 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  subject  to  the  additional  requirement  that 
the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  be  developed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recre¬ 
ation  Act  and  that  prior  to  such  development,  public  access  to  project 
land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes 
woidd  be  guaranteed  and  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  for  participation  in  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
development  would  be  furnished  by  the  Papago  Indian  Tribal  Council. 

Remarks.—' The  committee  notes  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
alternatively  recommends  that  either  the  recreation  and  fishery 
facilities  be  deleted  as  part  of  the  project  and  left  for  development 
by  the  Indians,  or  that  such  facilities  be  developed  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  that  these  facilities 
be  developed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  act. 
The  committee  also  notes  that  the  project  would  be  located  entirely 
on  Indian  lands,  and  that  the  benefits  other  than  recreation  would 
accrue  solely  to  the  Indians.  The  committee  believes  the  project  is 
well  justified. 

PHOENIX,  ARIZ.,  AND  VICINITY  (INCLUDING  NEW  RIVER) 

(II.  Doc.  216,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  tributary  area  comprises  about  2,730  square  miles 
lying  north  of  the  metropolitan  area  of  Phoenix,  Ariz.  The  major 
watersheds  are  those  of  Cave  Creek,  Dreamy  Draw,  Skunk  Creek, 
New  River,  and  Agua  Fria  River. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the  area 
covered  in  the  report.  Cave  Creek  flood  control  dam,  completed  in 
1923,  was  financed  by  State,  county,  city,  and  private  interests.  Lake 
Pleasant  Reservoir,  located  on  Agua  Fria  River  about  25  miles 
upstream  from  its  confluence  with  New  River,  was  constructed  in 
1927  by  the  Maricopa  County  Municipal  Water  Conservation  District 
No.  1.  It  is  operated  for  water  conservation.  Two  irrigation  canals 
of  the  Salt  River  project,  the  Arizona  Canal,  and  the  Grand  Canal, 
are  operated  to  provide  limited  flood  control. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  result  primarily  from  local  thunderstorms 
of  high  intensity  and  short  duration.  Damage  results  from  inunda¬ 
tion,  debris  deposition,  and  bank  and  surface  erosion. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— The  recommended  plan  pro¬ 
vides  for  four  dams  and  detention  basins  on  Cave  Creek,  Dreamy 
Draw,  Skunk  Creek,  and  New  River;  the  Union  Hills  and  Arizona 
Canal  diversion  channels;  and  channel  improvements  on  Cave  Creek, 
Dreamy  Draw,  Skunk  Creek,  New  River,  and  Agua  Fria  River. 


188 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS - FLOOD  CONTROL 


Estimated  cost  (; price  level  oj  October  1963). — 

Federal _ $58,  310,  000 

Non-Federal _ 1  12,  490,  000 

Total _  70,  800,  000 

1  Includes  $1,370,000  cash  contribution. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _  _ _ 

$1, 885, 000 

0 

0 

$415, 000 
228, 000 
212, 000 

$2, 300, 000 
228, 000 
212, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  _ _ _ _ 

Loss  of  productivity  of  land _  _ 

Total _  _  _  .  _ _  _ _ _ 

1, 885,  000 

855.  000 

2, 740,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  _  _  _ _ _ 

7,  750, 000 
460, 000 

Increased  utilization  of  land _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

8,  210, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 3.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  spoil-disposal  areas,  necessary  for  construction  of  the  proj¬ 
ect;  perform  all  necessary  construction,  alteration  or  relocation  of 
highways,  roads,  highway  bridges,  and  street  modification;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  maintain  and  operate  the  works  after  construction;  contribute 
in  cash  2.3  percent  of  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at 
$1,370,000,  for  land-enhancement  benefits;  prevent  any  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  existing  or  improved  channels  or  within  the  detention 
basins  that  would  reduce  then-  flood-conveying  or  storage  capacities; 
and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims 
resulting  from  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  the 
project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress.  The 
Bureau  notes,  however,  that  if  the  project  is  authorized  further 
studies  would  be  made  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  adding  facilities 
for  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreation  to  certain  of  the  proposed  detention 
basins.  The  Bureau  notes  that  it  would  expect  any  such  changes  to 
be  made  in  accordance  with  the  then  existing  policy. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  serious  flood  hazard  which 
exists  from  thunderstorm  runoff  in  Phoenix.  It  believes  the  recom¬ 
mended  dams  and  detention  basins  and  channel  improvements  and 
diversions  will  protect  a  fast  growing  and  populous  area. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  project  is  of  an  urgent  nature,  is  well 
justified  and  that  the  cash  contribution  by  local  interests  of  a  portion 
of  the  actual  Federal  construction  cost  is  equitable. 
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EEL  RIVER,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  234,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Eel  River  has  a  drainage  area  of  about  3,600  square 
miles  and  discharges  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  in  northern  California. 
The  delta  area  under  consideration  in  this  report  is  about  9  miles 
wide  along  the  ocean  and  narrows  to  about  1  mile  approximately  11 
miles  inland. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1936,  resolution  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Flood  Control  adopted  August  5,  1939,  and  resolution 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  adopted  June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  flood  control  project  pro¬ 
vides  for  3  miles  of  levee  along  the  north  bank  of  Eel  River  and  1 
mile  of  levee  along  Strongs  Creek  near  Fortuna. 

Flood  problem. — Damaging  floods  in  the  delta  area  occur  about  once 
every  2  years  and  bank  erosion  in  this  area  is  a  continuing  source  of 
loss  of  valuable  farmland. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Levee  and  channel  improve¬ 
ments  extending  15  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  of  Eel  River  and 
4  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  of  Salt  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  1968). — 

Federal _  $13,  732,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  060,  000 


Total _  16,  792,  000 

Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  __  ..  _  __  .  _ 

$534, 000 

0 

$119, 000 
40, 000 

$653, 000 
40, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ __  _  __ _ _  __  _ 

Total _ 

534, 000 

159, 000 

693, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented.  _  _ _ _ _ 

389, 000 
342, 000 
39, 000 

Land  enhancement _  _  _  _ 

Recreational  boating _ _ _ _ _ _  _  . 

Total _  _  _ 

770, 000 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.1 . 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
provide  access  road  and  parking  facilities  adjacent  to  boat-launching 
ramp;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain 
and  operate  project  including  recreation  facilities;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  flood  channels  and  ponding  areas  and  prevent  unsupervised 
use  of  boat-launching  area  that  would  impair  effectiveness  of  the 
project;  modify  or  relocate  all  utilities,  roads  and  bridges;  and  adjust 
all  claims  regarding  water  rights. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  is  fully  aware  of  the  extreme  flood  hazard 
which  exists  in  the  Eel  River  Basin.  Preliminary  estimates  indicate 
that  the  December  1964  flood  which  reached  record  proportions  caused 
direct  physical  flood  damages  in  the  amount  of  about  $60  million. 
Twenty-six  human  lives  were  lost.  Nearly  every  town  on  the  Eel 
River  suffered  some  damage.  Some  towns,  such  as  Pepperwood,  were 
completely  destroyed.  Corps  of  Engineers  studies  indicate  that  the 
proposed  levees  would  have  prevented  damages  from  this  flood  of  at 
least  $7.7  million.  The  committee  considers  that  the  project  is 
urgently  needed  to  prevent  further  loss  of  life  and  damage  to 
property. 

YUBA  RIVER  BASIN  (BULLARDS  BAR  PROJECT),  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  180,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Yuba  River  rises  in  north-central  California  on  the 
western  slope  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  and  flows  in  a  southwesterly 
direction  to  enter  the  Feather  River  at  Marysville,  Calif. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  23,  1956. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  flood  control 
provides  for  levees  along  Yuba  River  and  around  the  city  of  Marys¬ 
ville,  and  Englebright  Dam  for  hydraulic  debris  retention. 

Flood  problem. — The  Yuba  River  Basin  has  experienced  numerous 
major  floods.  The  1955  flood  resulted  in  the  loss  of  40  lives,  evacua¬ 
tion  of  30,000  people,  inundation  of  dwellings  and  loss  of  livestock, 
causing  in  excess  of  $50  million  in  damages. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Federal  participation  in  the 
construction  cost  of  the  new  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and  Reservoir,  in 
recognition  of  the  flood  control  accomplishments  thereof,  by  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  Yuba  County  Water  Agency  an  amount  equivalent 
to  11.5  percent  of  the  actual  construction  cost  exclusive  of  the  cost  for 
power  and  recreation  facilities  and  the  expenditure  of  an  additional 
amount  by  the  Federal  Government  for  engineering  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  funds;  the  total  Federal  contribution  not  to  exceed  $17,700,000. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963). — 

Federal _ 1  $8,  979,  000 

Non-Federal _  143,  431,  000 

Total _  152,  410,  000 

1  Consists  of  $8,679,000  cash  contribution  to  the  Yuba  County  Water  Agency  and  $300,000  for  Federal  cost 
engineering,  design,  supervision,  and  administration  of  funds. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.-  _ _ _  __  _  _ 

$276,  000 
20, 000 

$4,  769,  000 
893,  000 

$5, 045, 000 
913, 000 

Maintenance  and  operating _ _ 

Total _ _  __  _  _ _ _  _ _ 

296,  000 

5, 662, 000 

5, 958, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _  _  __  ...  _  _  _  __  _ 

630, 000 
8, 776, 000 
1, 887, 000 
230,  000 

Power  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _  _ _ _ 

Recreation _ _ _ _  _ _ _ 

Total _  _ _ _  _ _ 

11,523, 000 

1  Present  worth  of  $632,000  to  be  paid  in  lump  sum  to  Yuba  County  Water  Agency. 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — Project,  1.9;  flood  control,  2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  making  the  monetary  contribution  or 
any  part  thereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Yuba  County 
Water  Agency  enter  into  an  agreement  providing  for  operation  of  the 
new  Bullards  Bar  Reservoir  in  a  manner  that  will  produce  the  flood 
control  benefits  upon  which  the  monetary  contribution  is  predicated. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However, 
the  Bureau  notes  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
have  been  formulated  on  the  basis  of  a  3-percent  interest  rate.  While 
use  of  the  presently  prescribed  interest  rate  of  3K  percent  would  result 
in  no  appreciable  change  in  the  benefit-cost  ratio,  nor  in  the  recom¬ 
mended  Federal  share  of  project  cost,  use  of  this  current  interest  rate 
would  reduce  the  maximum  Federal  share  by  $1  million.  Conse¬ 
quently,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  the  maximum  Federal  contribu¬ 
tion  be  set  at  $17,700,000. 

Recommendations  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army.- — The  Secretary  of 
the  Army  concurs  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  rec¬ 
ommends  Federal  participation  in  the  construction  cost  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  as  proposed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  with  the  maximum  Federal 
contribution  limited  to  $17,700,000. 

Remarks. — The  Yuba  River  Basin  has  experienced  numerous  major 
floods.  The  1955  flood  resulted  in  the  loss  of  40  lives  and  caused  in 
excess  of  $50  million  in  damages.  Local  interests  desire  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  construction  cost  of  the  multiple-purpose  Bullards 
Bar  Dam  and  Reservoir,  to  be  built  by  the  Yuba  County  Water 
Agency,  in  recognition  of  the  flood  control  accomplishments  of  the 
project.  The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  Federal  mone¬ 
tary  contribution  of  $8,679,000  to  the  Yuba  County  Water  Agency, 
based  on  the  construction  costs  allocated  to  flood  control,  and  an 
additional  Federal  expenditure  of  $300,000  for  Federal  cost  of  engi¬ 
neering,  design,  supervision,  and  administration  of  funds,  are  well 
justified,  as  indicated  by  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  2.1.  The  benefit-cost 
ratio  for  the  total  project  is  1.9. 

SONOMA  CREEK,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  224,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Sonoma  Creek  rises  in  the  Coast  Range.  It  flows  in  a 
generally  southeasterly  direction  and  empties  into  San  Pablo  Bay 
about  10  miles  west  of  Vallejo,  Calif.  The  creek  drains  an  area  of 
about  160  square  miles. 

Authority.- — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
March  16,  1954,  and  June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  flood 
control.  Some  levees  have  been  constructed  by  local  interests. 
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Emergency  channel  work  and  levee  repairs  under  Public  Law  875, 
81st  Congress,  and  Public  Law  99,  84th  Congress,  were  accomplished 
by  the  corps  following  the  1955  flood. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  in  the  basin  is  caused  by  intense  short- 
period  rainfall  occurring  within  a  longer  duration  storm.  Damages 
are  caused  by  inundation  and  bank  erosion  and  accrue  to  commercial, 
industrial,  residential,  and  agricultural  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  about  15 
miles  of  channel,  levee  reconstruction  and  extension,  provision  of 
facilities  for  draining  pondage,  and  modification  of  a  railroad  bridge 
and  a  highway  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963). — 

Federal _ , _  $9,400,000 

Non-Federal _  640,  000 


Total _  10,  040,  000 


Project  economics.- — - 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$374, 000 

0 

$25, 000 
35, 000 

$399, 000 
35, 000 

374, 000 

60, 000 

434, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

289, 000 
35, 000 
167, 000 

Erosion  damage  prevented _ _ 

Total _ _ _  _ 

491, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  ponding,  borrow,  and  spoil-disposal  areas.  Hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works. 
Accomplish  all  modifications  or  relocations  of  existing  utilities,  roads 
and  bridges,  except  railroad  bridges.  Maintain  and  operate  all  the 
works  after  completion.  Prevent  encroachment  on  the  flood  channels 
and  ponding  areas.  Adjust  all  claims  concerning  water  rights  arising 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  improvement.  Strengthen 
and  maintain  those  local  levee  sections  on  the  tributaries  which  will 
be  retained  in  effect  as  extensions  of  the  Federal  levees  to  such  stand¬ 
ards  as  may  be  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  assure  the  degree 
of  protection  contemplated  for  the  Federal  project.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  the  flood  hazard  that  exists  on 
Sonoma  Creek.  Damages  from  recurrent  floods  and  bank  erosion 
warrant  flood  protection  for  the  agricultural  and  urban  areas  of  the 
basin.  The  committee  notes  that  the  December  1964  flood  caused 
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damages  of  an  estimated  $370,000  of  which  $350,000  would  have  been 
prevented  by  the  project. 

NAPA  RIVER  BASIN,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  222,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Napa  River  drains  an  area  of  about  426  square  miles 
and  flows  southward  through  Napa  and  Solano  Counties  into  San 
Pablo  Bay  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1938  and  1944,  and  resolution  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  adpoted  June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project 
for  flood  control.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  been  authorized 
to  construct  Redwood  Creek  Dam  on  Redwood  Creek  with  a  storage 
capacity  of  about  3,000  acre-feet  for  flood  control  and  13  miles  of 
channel  improvement  along  Napa  River  from  Oakville  to  Napa,  Calif. 
The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for  a  channel  100  feet 
wide  and  15  feet  deep  from  Mare  Island  causeway  to  Asylum  Slough; 
thence  75  feet  wide  and  10  feet  deep  to  Napa;  and  a  turning  basin 
300  feet  wide. 

Flood  problem. — High  intensity  rainfall  produced  by  general  storms 
causes  the  river  to  overflow  its  banks  at  many  locations  causing  much 
damage.  Floods  were  responsible  for  four  deaths  between  1913  and 
1940. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  enlargement  and 
clearing,  and  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls  for  a  10.7  mile  reach 
from  Trancas  Road  in  Napa  to  the  mouth  at  San  Pablo  Bay  and  boat 
launching  ramps. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1968). — 

Federal _  $14,  950,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  100,  000 

Total _ _ _  18,050,000 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$473, 500 

0 

$98, 500 
114, 000 

$572, 000 
114, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

473,  500 

212, 500 

686, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

515, 000 
388, 000 
106,000 

1, 009, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  operate  and 
maintain  the  works;  make  all  necessary  modifications  or  relocations 
of  utilities,  highway  bridges  and  approaches,  and  highways  and  roads, 
exclusive  of  the  railroad  bridge  and  approaches;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  channel  works  and  ponding  areas  and  if  ponding  areas 
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and  capacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or 
equivalent  pumping  capacity;  adjust  all  claims  regarding  water 
rights;  provide  lands,  or  rights  in  lands  necessary  to  insure  public 
control  of  the  recreational  development;  where  the  appraised  value  of 
such  land  amounts  to  less  than  50  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  of 
the  recreational  development,  make  additional  contributions  sufficient 
to  bring  the  non-Federal  share  to  at  least  that  level;  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  the  boat-launching  ramps,  access  roads,  parking  areas,  and 
necessary  adjacent  facilities  for  the  boat-launching  ramps,  and 
assure  access  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  the  proposed  project  desirable 
and  warranted  for  alleviation  of  extensive  damages  in  the  city  of 
Napa.  It  is  also  noted  that  a  major  flood  under  existing  conditions 
would  endanger  human  life. 

TAHQUITZ  CREEK,  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  223,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Tahquitz  Creek  drains  a  mountainous  area  adjacent  to 
Palm  Springs.  The  creek  flows  through  developed  and  undeveloped 
land  in  the  southern  part  of  the  city. 

Authority. — Section  5,  Public  Law  406,  75th  Congress,  approved 
August  28,  1937. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  on  Tahquitz 
Creek.  Local  interests  have  constructed  improvements  consisting  of 
a  training  dike  and  channel  upstream  from  the  developed  area  and 
a  channel  with  paved  side  slopes  through  the  developed  area. 

Flood  problem. — Flash  floods  cause  inundation  and  debris  damage  to 
residential  and  business  properties  and  restriction  of  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  Palm  Springs. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  a  debris  basin 
just  below  the  mouth  of  Tahquitz  Canyon  and  a  concrete-lined 
channel  along  Tahquitz  Creek  for  about  3.5  miles  from  the  debris 
basin  to  the  confluence  with  Palm  Canyon  Wash. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  oj  July  1962). — 

Federal _ , _ $3,  030,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  1,  350,  000 

Total _  4,  380,  000 

1  Includes  $920,000  cash  contributions. 
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Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$96, 000 

0 

$44,000 

25,000 

$140, 000 
25, 000 

Maintenance  and  operations _ _ _ ___  ___  _ 

96. 000 

69,000 

165, 000 

Anuual  benefits: 

100, 000 
110,000 

Total _ _ _ 

210, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way ; 
perform  all  necessary  construction  or  relocation  of  highways,  roads, 
bridges,  and  utilities;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages;  construct  the  necessary  closures  to  integrate  the  proposed 
improvement  with  existing  levees  on  Palm  Canyon  Wash,  maintain 
and  operate  the  works  after  completion;  prevent  encroachment  upon 
the  improved  channel  and  the  debris  basin  that  would  reduce  their 
carrying  capacity;  contribute  in  cash  23.3  percent  of  construction  cost, 
presently  estimated  at  $920,000,  for  land  enhancement  benefits. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.— No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  aware  that  a  serious  flood  hazard 
exists  along  Tahquitz  Creek  and  that  in  addition  to  potential  damage 
to  developed  properties,  without  flood  protection,  undeveloped  lands 
in  the  overflow  area  will  not  be  able  to  develop  to  the  high  level  of 
use  possible  if  the  area  is  protected. 

The  committee  feels  that  the  Tahquitz  Creek  project  is  economically 
feasible,  and  that  flood  protection  that  would  be  provided  for  the  Palm 
Springs  area  is  essential  for  proper  planning  of  its  continued  growth 
and  development.  It  believes  that  the  cash  contribution  by  local 
interests  of  a  portion  of  the  actual  Federal  construction  cost  is 
equitable. 

SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  (MISSION  VALLEY),  CALIF. 

(H.  Doc.  212,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  San  Diego  River  Basin  is  435  square  miles  in  area. 
It  flows  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  about  20  miles  north  of  the  international 
boundary  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico.  Mission  Valley 
is  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  basin,  extending  from  river  mile  3  to  13. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  June  3 
1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  on  the  San  Diego 
River  consists  of  rock-revetted  levees  extending  from  the  mouth  to 
river  mile  3.3. 
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Flood  problem.— Floods  in  Mission  Valley  cause  damage  to  trans¬ 
portation  facilities,  agricultural  land  and  improvements,  business  and 
industrial  property,  utilities,  and  residential  and  public  property. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— Provides  for  a  rectangular 
concrete  channel  on  San  Diego  River  with  rectangular  concrete 
sections  on  the  downstream  reaches  of  the  tributary  streams. 
Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1948). — 

Federal _ $14,  600,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  7,  700,  000 

Total _  22,  300,  000 

1  Includes  $1,900,000  cash  contribution. 


Project  economics. — 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  _ _ _  _ 

$462, 000 

0 

0 

$244, 000 
45, 000 
98, 000 

$706, 000 
45, 000 
98,000 

Maintenance  and  operation. _ _  _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity _ 

Total _  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ 

462, 000 

387, 000 

849,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  _  __  ___  .  _ 

685, 000 
377, 000 

Increased  land  utilization _ _ _ _ _  _ 

Total _  _ _ ___  _  __  _  _ 

1, 062, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and 
operate;  accomplish  all  necessary  construction  or  relocation  of  high¬ 
ways,  roads,  bridges,  utilities  and  storm  drains;  contribute  in  cash 
11.5  percent  of  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $1,900,000, 
for  land  enhancement  benefits;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  unproved 
channels. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  is  aware  that  a  serious  flood  hazard 
exists  along  San  Diego  River  in  Mission  Valley.  In  addition  to 
potential  damage  to  developed  properties,  without  flood  protection, 
undeveloped  lands  in  the  overflow  area  will  not  be  able  to  develop 
t,o  the  high  level  of  use  possible  if  the  area  is  protected. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  San  Diego  (Mission 
Valley)  project  is  economically  feasible,  and  that  the  flood  protection 
that  would  be  provided  is  essential  for  its  continued  growth  and  de¬ 
velopment.  It  believes  that  the  cash  contribution  by  local  interests 
of  a  portion  of  the  actual  Federal  construction  cost  is  equitable. 

For  additional  comments  on  this  project  see,  “Committee  recom¬ 
mendations.” 
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WILLOW  CREEK,  OREG. 

(H.  Doc.  233,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Willow  Creek  and  its  tributaries  drain  an  area  of  about 
890  square  miles  within  Morrow  and  Gilliam  Counties  in  north-central 
Oregon. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  28,  1937. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  on  Willow 
Creek.  The  cities  of  Heppner,  Lexington,  and  lone  have  made 
channel  improvements  on  Willow  Creek.  There  are  numerous  small 
private  irrigation  diversions  in  the  area. 

Flood  problem. — The  city  of  Heppner  is  in  a  location  of  high  poten¬ 
tial  damage  from  cloudburst-type  flood.  The  flood  of  1903  destroyed 
about  one-third  of  the  city  and  drowned  247  people  out  of  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  approximately  1,200.  In  addition  to  the  flood  potential,  the 
adverse  seasonal  distribution  of  rainfall  causes  water  resource  prob¬ 
lems  relating  to  water  quality,  irrigation,  and  municipal  and  industrial 
water. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement, 
provides  for  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  Willow  Creek 
below  Balm  Fork  and  immediately  upstream  of  Heppner,  accom¬ 
panied  by  an  improved  channel  through  the  city  of  Heppner,  for  flood 
control,  irrigation,  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  water 
quality  control,  and  facilities  for  sports  fishing,  wildlife,  and  recreation. 
The  reservoir  would  have  a  total  capacity  of  11,500  acre-feet. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1963). — 

Federal _ 1  $6,  680,  000 

Non-Federal _  10,  000 

Total _ _ _  6,690,000 

1  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $4,345,000  after  reimbursement  by  local  interests  of  costs  apportioned 
to  them  for  irrigation  ($2,206,000),  water  supply  storage  ($72,000),  and  recreation  ($57,000). 

Project  economics. — 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $222,  100 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  (Federal) _  4,  900 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  (non-Federal) _  6,  100 


Total _ _ _ _ _  233, 100 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  130,  800 

Water  supply _  2,  400 

Irrigation _  85,  900 

Recreation _  53,  400 

Water  quality  control _  7,  300 


Total _  279,  800 


Ben  e fit-cost  ratio . — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  and 
relocations  for  the  channel  through  Pleppner;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  for  construction,  maintenance,  and 
operation  of  the  channel  through  Heppner;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  water  right  claims;  prevent  encroachment  on  the 
channel  downstream  of  the  dam;  repay  the  construction  costs  and 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  irrigation 
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presently  estimated  at  $2,206,000  and  $1,090,  respectively;  repay  the 
costs  allocated  to  water  supply  presently  estimated  at  $72,000  for 
construction  and  a  nominal  amount  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  one-lialf  the  separable 
costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $57,000;  administer  project  land  and  water  areas 
for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  and  bear  all  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  lands  and  facilities  presently  estimated  at  $5,000  annually. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
questions  certain  of  the  economic  data  presented  by  the  report  but 
states  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  authorization  based  upon 
the  intangible  benefits  related  to  the  unique  and  grave  flood  hazard 
present  in  this  situation.  The  Bureau  notes  that  in  evaluating  water 
supply  and  water  quality  benefits,  water  values  were  established  on  the 
basis  of  the  cost  of  water  stored  in  the  proposed  multipurpose  reservoir 
and  states  that  such  evaluation  deviates  from  the  principle,  established 
in  the  administration's  standards  for  formulation  of  water  resource 
projects,  that  all  project  purposes  share  equitably  in  the  benefits  of 
multiple-purpose  construction.  The  Bureau  further  notes  that  the 
separable  cost  of  conservation  storage  provided  for  the  purpose  of 
recreation  including  recreational  fishing  has  not  been  considered  in  the 
allocation  of  costs.  If  the  project  should  be  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  expect  that  prior  to  any  request 
for  funds  to  initiate  construction  the  project  would  be  reevaluated  and 
cost  allocations  adjusted  to  reflect  these  considerations.  Subject  to 
consideration  of  these  comments,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no 
objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  aware  of  the  grave  flood  hazard  at 
Heppner,  Oreg.,  and  is  of  the  opinion  that  this  project  is  urgently 
needed  for  the  protection  of  life  and  property. 

Section  204 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  cases  where 
responsible  local  interests  are  unable  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation  pertaining  to  contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construction 
of  water  resource  projects,  to  make  loans  for  a  period  of  not  to  exceed 
50  years.  Projects  must  be  located  wholly  or  partially  within  an 
area  which  is  eligible  for  financial  assistance  under  the  Area  Redevel¬ 
opment  Act  or  a  subsequent  similar  act  requiring  the  designation  of 
an  area  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  condition  of  such  assistance. 

section  205 

This  section  modifies  the  flood  control  project  for  the  Scioto  River, 
Ohio,  authorized  in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved 
October  23,  1962,  so  as  to  authorize  the  construction  of  the  local 
protection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at  such  time  as  the  reservoirs  on 
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Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and  Deer  Creeks  are  under  construction. 
This  section  also  provides  that  if  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek 
Reservoirs  are  constructed  by  non-Federal  interests,  they  shall  be 
required  to  furnish  the  same  flood  control  storage  as  proposed  for  the 
Federal  projects  in  House  Document  587,  S7th  Congress.  This 
section  also  provides  that  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs 
be  operated  for  flood  control  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

SECTION  206 

This  section  provides  authorization  for  a  comprehensive  survey  of 
water  and  related  land  resources  of  the  southeastern  Michigan  area. 
The  study  area  embraces  the  region  drained  by  streams  which  dis¬ 
charge  within  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  St.  Clair  River,  Lake 
St.  Clair,  the  Detroit  River,  and  Lake  Erie.  Such  a  comprehensive 
study  is  designed  to  meet  the  long-range  needs  of  the  region  for  pro- 
I  tection  against  floods,  wise  use  of  the  flood  plain  lands,  improvement 
of  navigation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial  and  municipal 
purposes,  outdoor  recreational  facilities,  the  enhancement  and  control 
of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes ;  all  with  a  veiw  to  encouraging 
and  supporting  the  optimum  economic  development  of  the  region  and 
enhancing  the  welfare  of  its  people. 

In  view  of  the  importance  of  this  study  to  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  State  of  Michigan  and  to  the  Nation,  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  is  urged  to  prosecute  the  investigation  with  dispatch  and  vigor 
and  to  report  back  to  the  Congress  with  recommendations  at  the 
earliest  practicable  date. 

SECTION  207 

This  is  the  customary  section  providing  for  authorization  for  flood 
control  surveys  and  investigations  at  various  localities.  It  is  similar 
to  section  105  of  title  I,  and  covers  surveys  at  the  following  locations: 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  Atlantic  region  draining 
northward  in  New  York  toward  the  St.  Lawrence  River  below  the 
international  boundary  and  draining  directly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
above  the  Virginia-North  Carolina  State  line  with  respect  to  a  frame- 
|  work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of  North  Carolina  between 
Cape  Lookout  and  the  Virginia  line  except  those  portions  of  the 
Neuse,  Pamlico,  and  Roanoke  Rivers  above  the  estuarine  reaches. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  Atlantic  region  draining  directly 
to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia-North  Carolina  State  line 
and  draining  directly  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchar- 
train  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water 
resources  of  the  region. 

The  Rio  Grande  and  its  tributaries  with  respect  to  a  framework 
plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes  and  their  tributaries,  which 
drain  areas  of  the  great  basin  region  of  Oregon,  California,  Nevada, 
Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for 
flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above  Lees  Ferry,  Ariz.,  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 
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The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below  Lees  Ferry,  Ariz.,  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  region  which  drains 
directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coastlines  of  Washington  and 
Oregon  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water 
resources  of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which  drain  directly  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  and  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and  their  tributaries, 
which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  California  region  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the 
region. 

Ivaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

SECTION  208 

This  section  identifies  title  II  as  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300) 

Sec.  104.  [That  there  is  hereby  authorized  a  comprehensive  project 
to  provide  for  control  and  progressive  eradication  of  the  water  hya¬ 
cinth,  alligatorweed,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant  growths  from 
the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting  channels,  and 
other  allied  waters  in  the  States  of  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina, 
Georgia,  Florida,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  and  Texas  in  the 
combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agriculture, 
fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  public  health,  and  related  purposes, 
including  continued  research  for  development  of  the  most  effective 
and  economic  control  measures,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  for 
the  expanded  program  over  that  now  underway  of  $1,350,000  annually 
for  five  years,  of  which  70  per  centum,  presently  estimated  at  $945,000, 
shall  be  borne  by  the  United  States  and  30  per  centum,  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $405,000,  by  local  interests,  to  be  administered  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  co¬ 
operation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  in  accordance  with 
the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  published  as  House  Document 
Numbered  37,  Eighty-fifth  Congress:  Provided,  That  local  interests 
agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  that  may 
occur  from  such  operations  and  participate  to  the  extent  of  30  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  the  additional  program:  Provided  further ,  That 
Federal  funds  appropriated  for  this  project  shall  be  allocated  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority  basis,  based  upon  the  urgency  and 
need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability  of  local  funds.]  (a)  That  there 
is  hereby  authorized  a  comprehensive  program  to  provide  jor  control  and 
progressive  eradication  of  water-hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eurasian  water 
milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious  agnatic  plant  growths,  from  the  navigable 
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waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting  channels,  and  other  allied  waters  of 
the  United  States,  in  the  combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control, 
drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  'public  health,  and 
related  purposes,  including  continued  research  for  development  of  the  most 
effective  and  economic  control  measures,  to  be  administered  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies:  Provided,  That  local  interests 
agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  clawns  that  may  occur 
from  control  operations  and  participate  to  the  extent  of  80  per  centum  of 
the  cost  of  such  operations:  Provided  further ,  That  costs  for  research  and 
planning  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  authorities  of  this  section  may  be 
borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

(i b )  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts,  not  in  excess 
of  $5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section:  Provided,  That  any  such  funds  employed  for  control  oper¬ 
ations  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority  basis, 
based  upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability  oj 
local  funds. 
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Corps  of  Engineers,  Civil  Works  Program  Statistics,  June  30, 

1964 

NAVIGATION 

General: 

Improved  inland  and  intracoastal  waterways  in  commercial  use, 

miles _  19,  100 

Improved  commercial  harbors _  500 

Navigation  locks  in  operation _  211 

Navigation  dams  in  operation  (excluding  multiple  purpose) _  154 

Commerce  (calendar  year  1963),  billion  tons _  1.  2 

Number  of  active  navigation  projects: 

Completed _ 2,  331 

Under  construction _  102 

Balance _  95 

Estimated  cost  of  active  navigation  projects: 

Completed,  millions _  $2,  144 

Under  construction,  millions _  $2,  755 

Balance,  millions _  $1,  441 

Construction  during  fiscal  year  1964: 

Number  of  projects  on  which  construction  work  was  performed..  100 

Number  of  projects  placed  in  operation _  25 

Number  of  projects  initiated _  19 

Cost  of  maintenance  and  rehabilitation  during  fiscal  year  1964: 

Maintenance  and  operation,  millions _  $109.  0 

Rehabilitation,  millions _  15.  1 

FLOOD  CONTROL 

General: 

Reservoirs  providing  flood  control  in  operation _  222 

Maximum  flood  control  storage,  millions  of  acre-feet _  75.  3 

Local  protection  projects  in  operation _  603 

Flood  damages  prevented  during  fiscal  year  1964,  millions _  $649 

Flood  damages  prevented  through  fiscal  year  1964,  millions _  $12,  503 

Number  of  active  flood  control  projects: 

Completed _  528 

Under  construction _  154 

Balance _  230 

Estimated  cost  of  active  flood  control  projects: 

Completed,  millions _  $1,  909 

Under  construction,  millions _  $4,  776 

Balance,  millions _  $2,  317 

Construction  during  fiscal  year  1964: 

Number  of  projects  on  which  construction  work  was  performed..  141 

Number  of  projects  placed  in  operation _  27 

Number  of  projects  initiated _  25 

Maintenance  and  operation  during  fiscal  year  1964: 

Number  of  projects  involved _  153 

Cost,  millions _  $10.  9 
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MULTIPLE-PURPOSE  PROJECTS  PRODUCING  HYDROELECTRIC  POWER 


General: 

Reservoirs  in  operation  for  hydroelectric  power _  39 

Installed  capacity  of  projects  in  operation,  thousands  of  kilo¬ 
watts _  8,  514 

Generating  capacity  installed  during  fiscal  year  1964,  thousands 

of  kilowatts _  276 

Generating  capacity  under  construction,  thousands  of  kilowatts.  .  4,  356 

Ultimate  capacity  of  projects  completed  and  under  cnstruction, 

thousands  of  kilowatts _  17,  683 

Construction  during  fiscal  year  1964: 

Number  of  projects  on  which  construction  work  was  performed..  29 

Number  of  projects  completed  for  full  beneficial  use _  5 

Number  of  projects  completed  for  initial  power  operation _  2 

Number  of  projects  initiated _  1 

Estimated  cost  of  active  multiple-purpose  projects: 

Completed,  millions _  $2,  176 

Under  construction,  millions _  $3,  393 

Balance,  millions _  $1,  397 

Maintenance  and  operation  during  fiscal  year  1964: 

Number  of  projects  involved _  43 

Cost,  millions _  $25.  3 


WATER  SUPPLY 

About  2.3  million  acre-feet  of  storage  space  is  provided  in  27  res¬ 
ervoirs  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply  to  72  localities.  A 
dependable  supply  in  excess  of  1,300  million  gallons  per  day  is  available 
from  this  water  supply  storage  space  now  in  operation. 

RECREATION 

Included  in  the  total  navigation,  flood  control,  and  multiple-purpose 
projects  are  over  300  water  bodies  providing  opportunities  for  out¬ 
door  recreation.  During  calendar  year  1963  use  of  these  facilities 
totaled  147  million  visitor-days,  and  this  attendance  increased  during 
calendar  year  1964  to  156  million  visitor-daj^s. 

BEACH  EROSION  CONTROL 

Under  the  beach  erosion  control  program,  90  projects  have  been 
authorized  by  Congress,  of  which  54  were  completed  or  underway 
through  June  30,  1964.  The  total  estimated  Federal  cost  of  the 
authorized  projects  is  about  $64.3  million,  of  which  about  $11  million 
had  been  appropriated  through  fiscal  year  1964. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  19, 1965 

Mr.  McNamara  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

July  19, 1965 

Reported  by  Mr.  McNamara,  without  amendment 


A  BILL 

Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 

5  livers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 

7  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

8  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord- 

9  ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom- 
10  mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 
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hereinafter  designated:  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945 
(Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first 
session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in 
this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect 
to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for 
navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes 
incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full: 

NAVIGATION 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor, 
Massachusetts;  House  Document  Numbered  247,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,500,000; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  93,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $13,900,000'; 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels-Entrance  to  Kill 
Van  Kull  from  Upper  New  York  Bay:  House  Document 
Numbered  108,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,581,000; 

New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage  Areas)  : 
Senate  Document  Numbered  17,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $44,852,000; 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Maryland:  House 
Document  Numbered  225,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $323,000; 
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Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk  Harbor,  Hamp¬ 
ton  Roads,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  143, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,095,000; 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  and  Thim¬ 
ble  Shoal  Channel,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
187,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,- 
600,000; 

Hampton  Creek,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
201,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  modification  of  items  of  local 
cooperation ; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  226,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$7,112,000; 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  214,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,484,000; 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  74,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,104,000; 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Florida:  House 
Document  Numbered  91,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,093,000; 

East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  into  Choc- 
tawhatchee  Bay,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  194, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000; 
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Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  94,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $625,000; 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama  :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  327,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $262,000; 

Mermentau  Biver,  Louisiana:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  239,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,690,000; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
151,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,- 
000 :  Provided,  That  in  order  to  compensate  for  existing  low 
water  levels  in  Lake  Huron,  an  additional  increment  of  one 
foot  in  channel  depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  16,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$237,000; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  301,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $563,000; 

Saginaw  Biver,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
240,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$437,000; 

Bocky  Biver  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Num- 
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bered  352,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $235,000; 

West  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  245, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $544,000; 

Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document  Numbered 
227,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  160,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $25,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  any  funds  appropriated 
for  the  construction  of  this  project  shall  not  be  utilized 
until  such  time  as  the  Indiana  dunes  have  been  preserved 
and  protected  as  a  national  lakeshore  by  Act  of  Congress. 

Chocolate  Bavou,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered 
217,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,254,- 
000; 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  208,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $46,853,000; 

Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
106,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$853,000; 

Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor,  California: 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,360,000; 
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Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  76,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  62, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $696,000; 

Chetco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
21,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,308,000; 

John  Day  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and  Washington: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $676,000; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  147,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors  for  light-draft 
vessels,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  353,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000; 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num- 
bred  68,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Harbor,  Oahu, 
Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,928,000 ; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered 
75,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,291  - 
000; 
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BEACH  EBOSION 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Iihode  Island:  House  Document 
Numbered  228,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  186,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered 
325,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  323,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $319,000; 

Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  84, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered  159, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $392,000; 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  107,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$572,400; 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered 
104,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,490,000. 

Sec.  102.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done  by 
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them  on  the  beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  or  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  subsequent  to  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  projects: 
Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  section  103  of  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  October  23,  1962  (Public  Law  874, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  in  this  Act :  Provided  further,  That  the  work 
which  may  have  been  done  on  these  projects  is  approved  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  proj¬ 
ects  herein  adopted:  And  provided  further,  That  such  reim¬ 


bursement  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable 
thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  prece¬ 
dence  over  other  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improve¬ 
ments. 

Sec.  103.  That  section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300),  as  amended  by  section 
104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173, 
1180) ,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  That  there  is  hereby  authorized  a 
comprehensive  program  to  provide  for  control  and  pro¬ 
gressive  eradication  of  water-hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eura¬ 
sian  water  milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant  growths, 
from  the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting 
channels,  and  other  allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agri- 
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culture,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  public  health,  and 
related  purposes,  including  continued  research  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  most  effective  and  economic  control  measures,  to 
be  administered  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  and  State  agencies:  Provided,  That  local  interests 
agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims 
that  may  occur  from  control  operations  and  participate  to 
the  extent  of  30  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such  operations: 
Provided  further,  That  costs  for  research  and  planning  un¬ 
dertaken  pursuant  to  the  authorities  of  this  section  may  be 
borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  he  appropriated  such 
amounts,  not  in  excess  of  $5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section: 
Provided,  That  any  such  funds  employed  for  control  opera¬ 
tions  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a 
priority  basis,  based  upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area, 
and  the  availability  of  local  funds.” 

Sec.  104.  That  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby 
granted  for  the  purposes  of  section  9  of  the  Act  of  March 
3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401),  to  the  State  of  Pennsylvania, 
to  construct  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  Fiver,  downstream 
from  the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury,  Pennsylvania. 

S.  2300 - 2 
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Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  locations  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section 
1 10  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950 : 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  and  adjoining  tributaries  of  the  Piscataqua  Biver,  New 
Hampshire  and  Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  providing  improvements  in  the  interest  of  navi¬ 
gation  and  allied  purposes. 

Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to  nature  and 
extent  of  measures  necessary  to  preserve  and  enhance  the 
scenic  beauty  of  the  American  Falls. 

Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway :  Investigation 
and  study  of  means  of  extending  the  navigation  season  on 
the  waterways  at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $75,000. 
Report  to  include  a  full  and  complete  investigation  and 
study  of  waterwa}^  deicing  systems,  including  a  review  of 
any  previous  pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of  the 
Anny,  any  available  information  from  any  of  the  other 
Departments  of  the  Government,  and  waterway  deicing 
methods  in  use  by  private  concerns  and  foreign  governments, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  practicability,  means, 
and  economic  justification  for  extending  the  navigation  sea- 
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son  on  the  Great  Lakes  (including  connecting  channels 
and  harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  by  elimi¬ 
nating  ice  conditions  to  the  extent  possible.  The  Chief  of 
Engineers  may  submit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable,  and  shall  submit  his  final  reports,  together  with  his 
recommendations  for  such  legislation  and  administrative  ac¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  advisable,  not  later  than  two  years 
after  funds  are  made  available  for  the  study. 

Sec.  106.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1965”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 
Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22, 
1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title 
except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3 
of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided,  That  the 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted 
requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


12 


assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  ,that 
the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session,  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications, 
and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program:  Provided 
further,  That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated 
as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be 
consistent  with  budgetary  requirements:  And  provided  fur- 
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ther,  That  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to 
possible  future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 
shall  he  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

SAINT  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  Saint  John  Fiver, 
Maine,  is  hereby  authorized  as  approved  by  the  President 
on  July  12,  1965,  and  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  included  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a 
supplement  to  the  July  1963  report  of  the  International 
Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project  and  upper  Saint  John 
River  hydroelectric  power  development,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $227,000,000. 

HOUSATONIC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Still  River  at 
Danbury,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  hv  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Housatonic  and 
Naugatuck  Rivers  at  Derby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  author- 
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ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,800,000. 

NEW  ENGLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  ABEA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at 
Westerly,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  85,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,287,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Stratford, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,340,000. 

NEW  YORK- ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  East  Rockaway  Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet 
and  Jamaica  Bay,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  215,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Staten  Island,  Eort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur 
Kill,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord- 
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ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  181,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $6,230,000. 

RAHWAY  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rahway  River, 
New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  67,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,514,000. 

NEUSE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Neuse 
River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  New  Bern 
and  Vicinity,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 

tiallv  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
•/ 

of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  183,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,400,000. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Ocracoke  Island,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
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tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  109,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,636,000. 

FLINT  FIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir,  Flint  River, 
Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $40,378,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchiunpkee  Reservoir,  Flint 
River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $48,275,000. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  BASIN 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  central  and  southern  Florida  approved  in  the 
Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is 
hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items:  Provided, 
That  said  projects  shall  be  prosecuted  within  the  monetary 
authorization  made  available  for  the  comprehensive  plan. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry  County,  west 
of  levees  1,  2,  and  3,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
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Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,986,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Southwest  Dade 
County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,903,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Biscayne 
Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  subtantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,954,000. 

PHILLIPPI  CREEK  BASIN,  FLORIDA 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Phillippi  Creek,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  Biver,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 
1928  (45  Stat.  534) ,  as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby 
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further  modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  projects  and 
plans  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $181,109,100,  and 
the  authorization  for  the  lower  Mississippi  Elver  project  is 
hereby  increased  accordingly :  Provided ,  That  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  made  available  for  the  prosecution  of  any 
projects  except  those  set  forth  in  House  Documents  Num¬ 
bered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth  Congress:  Provided 
further,  That  any  modified  easements  required  in  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri,  flood¬ 
way  shall  be  acquired  as  provided  by  section  4  of  the  Act 
of  May  15,  1928:  And  provided  further,  That  the  pumping 
plant  in  the  Eed  Eiver  Backwater  area  shall  be  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Grand 
Isle  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  184,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,500,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Morgan 
City  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  ,the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
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Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  167,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,049,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Lake 
Pontchartrain,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  231,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $56,922,000. 

OUACHITA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ouachita  Liver 
at  Monroe,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  328,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $520,000. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou  Bodcau  and 
Tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  203, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Louisiana, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,934,000. 
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GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buffalo  Bayou 
and  Tributaries,  White  Oak  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Highland  Bayou, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors  Bayou,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,290,000. 

EIO  GEANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Bio  Grande  at 
El  Paso,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  207,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,493,000. 
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ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  of  Arkansas 
River  and  tributaries,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  to  provide  replacement  outfall  facilities  for  the 
Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff,  Arkan¬ 
sas,  including  such  new  pumping  facilities  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary,  at  the  most  economical  Federal  expense,  but  including 
in  the  Federal  expense  the  reasonable  capitalized  cost  of 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  pumping  facilities  over  the 
cost  of  pumping  now  required  in  the  existing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River 
at  Las  Animas,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  165,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,541,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River 
at  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
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Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  182,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,030,000. 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge 
at  the  John  Redmond  Dam  and  Keservoir,  Grand  (Neosho) 
River,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Walnut  River, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $66,036,000. 

The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  242,  Eiffhty-ninth  Con- 
gross,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,150,000. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Creek  at  Hays, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  22,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,702,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Nemaha 
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River  and  Tributaries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  160, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River 
and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,400,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chariton  and 
Little  Chariton  Rivers  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  House  Document  Numbered  238,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,167,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  and 
tributaries,  Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  241,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $278,635,000. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Chartiers  Creek, 
Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
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in  House  Document  Numbered  302,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,207,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy  Lick  Creek 
at  Du  Bois,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  185,  Eiglity-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,654,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek,  and  Patoka 
Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana  and  Illinois, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  202,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $72,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Dams  and 
Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  29, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $44,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps  Reservoir,  Big  South 
Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  175,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $151,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
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Cheat  River,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  243,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $133,548,000. 

The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reservoir,  Upper 
Cumberland  River  Basin,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  * — , 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,860,000. 

The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther  Creek  Reser¬ 
voir  projects  and  the  Martin,  Kentucky,  local  protection 
project  on  the  Big  Sandy  River  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks 
of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia,  are  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$51,491,000:  Provided,  That  prior  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion  the  Department  of  the  Army  will  prepare  an  analysis 
of  benefits  and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects,  including  such 
reformulation  as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East  Saint  Louis  and 
vicinity,  Illinois  (East  Side  levee  and  sanitary  district), 
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is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  329, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,180,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois,  authorized 
by  the  Elood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress) ,  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  232, 
Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  351,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  to  provide  for  the 
deletion  from  the  items  of  local  cooperation  the  requirement 
of  a  cash  contribution  due  to  changed  land  use,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  increased  Federal  cost  of  $3,498,000:  Provided,  That 
local  interests  make  a  cash  contribution  of  an  amount  equal 
to  the  full  cost  of  acquisition  of  flowage  easements  in  those 
lands  which  are  no  longer  needed  for  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  Carlyle  Reservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee 
District,  Madison  County,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Iowa  River  at 
Marshalltown,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
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neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,670,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Cedar  Elver  at 
Waterloo,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $14,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zumbro  Eiver,  Minnesota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and  Whetstone 
Eiver,  Minnesota  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
and  House  Document  Numbered  193,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 

GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Maumee  Eiver 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Findlay,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  158, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,317,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  navigation  on  the 
Chagrin  Eiver,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
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accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  35,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,200,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  at 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Grandville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
157,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,373,000. 

LITTLE  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Colorado 
River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  63,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,775,000. 

GILA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Bend  Wash, 
Maricopa  Comity,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  303,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Santa  Rosa 
Wash,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
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in  House  Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,430,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoenix,  Arizona, 
and  vicinity,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $58,310,000. 

EEL  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $13,732,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  Yuba  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  180,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,979,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,400,000. 
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The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$14,950,000. 

WHITEWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tahquitz  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  223,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,030,000. 

SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San  Diego  River 
(Mission  Valley),  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  212,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,600,000. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Willow  Creek, 
Oregon,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $6,680,000. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  the  prosecution  of  improvements  of 
rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  the  benefit  of 
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navigation,  the  control  of  destructive  flood  waters,  hurricane 
protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  for  other  purposes, 
authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  accordance  with  plans  adopted  and  authorized  by  the 
Congress,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  that  whenever  such  improvements  are  located  wholly 
or  partially  within  an  area  which  is  eligible  for  financial  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  or  any  subse¬ 
quent  similar  Act  requiring  the  designation  of  an  area  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  condition  of  such  assistance, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  purchase  evi¬ 
dences  of  indebtedness  and  to  make  loans  for  a  period  not 
exceeding  fifty  years  to  enable  responsible  local  interests  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  to 
contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  water  re¬ 
source  projects  within  such  areas. 

(b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project  for  the  Scioto 
River,  Ohio,  authorized  in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1962,  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  local  protection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at 
such  time  as  the  reservoirs  on  Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and 
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Deer  Creeks  are  under  construction:  Provided,  That  in  the 
event  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs  are  con¬ 
structed  by  an  agency  other  than  the  Federal  Government, 
said  agency  shall  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  it  will  provide  flood  control  storage 
in  those  reservoirs  equivalent  to  that  proposed  for  the  Federal 
reservoir  projects,  as  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1962,  in  accordance  with  the  plan  set  forth  in  House 
Document  587,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and:  Provided 
further,  That  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs 
shall  be  operated  for  flood  control  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  prepare  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  efficient  utilization  of  the  water  and  related  re¬ 
sources  of  the  region  drained  by  streams  which  discharge, 
within  the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair  River, 
Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River  and  Lake  Erie :  Provided, 
That  such  plan  may  provide  for  importation  of  water  from 
points  not  located  within  the  region  as  defined  above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  designed  to  meet 
the  long-range  needs  of  the  region  for  protection  aguinst 
floods,  wise  use  of  flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial  and  municipal 
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purposes,  outdoor  recreational  facilities,  the  enhancement 
and  control  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes;  all  with 
a  view  to  encouraging  and  supporting  the  optimum  long- 
range  economic  development  of  the  region  and  enhancing  the 
welfare  of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve¬ 
ments,  and  floods  aggravated  hy  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  following  named  locali¬ 
ties:  Provided,  That  after  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made 
on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental 
or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless  author¬ 
ized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and 
a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review  is 
required  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical  or 
economic  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  the  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any  project 
for  the  improvement  of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned 
in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the  proposed  work  shall  have 
been  adopted  hy  law: 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  Atlantic  region 
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draining  northward  in  New  York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Liver  below  the  international  boundary  and  draining  di¬ 
rectly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above  the  Virginia-North 
Carolina  State  line  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for 
developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of  North  Carolina 
between  Cape  Lookout  and  the  Virginia  line  except  those 
portions  of  the  Neuse,  Pamlico,  and  Eoanoke  Livers  above 
the  estuarine  reaches. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  Atlantic  region 
draining  directly  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia- 
North  Carolina  State  line  and  draining  directly  into  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchartrain  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

The  Lio  Grande  Liver  and  its  tributaries  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes  and  their  tribu¬ 
taries,  which  drain  areas  of  the  great  basin  region  of  Oregon, 
California,  Nevada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  Liver  and  tributaries  above  Lees  Ferry, 
Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  Liver  and  tributaries  below  Lees  Ferry, 
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Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  region 
which  drains  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coast 
lines  of  Washington  and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a  framework 
plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which  drain  directly 

«/ 

into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  of  streams,  washes,  lakes  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion 
of  the  California  region  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan 
for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  208.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood 


Control  Act  of  1965”. 
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SENATE 


7.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  2300,  to  authorize  the  construction, 
repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation  and  flood  control,  pp.  17684,  17687-709 


i 

t 


-6- 


17.  BEANS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Cederberg  commenting  on  the  popularity  o ) 
Michigan  bean  soup  in  the  House  restaurant  and  inserting  recipes  for  Michi^ 
bean  sandwiches,  p.  A4099 


18.  RISERS  AND  HARBORS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep,  Secrest  commending  ant 

inserting  the  "Report  of  the  Projects  Committee  to  the  52  National  C^vention 
of  the  National  Rivers  and  Harbors  Congress."  pp.  A4107-10 


19.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Evins,  Tenn. ,  inserting  a  report 
on  the  progress  of  Small  Business  Administration  assistance  programs, 
pp.  A4113-' 


20.  VOTING  REC0RD.\  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Cameron  discussing  his  voting 

record  on  legislative  matters  including  some  of  interest/to  this  Department, 
pp.  A4125-7 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Greigg  inserted  a  resolution  adonted  by  the  Farmers  Grain 
Dealers  Association  of  Iowa  favoring  the  farm  bill/  p.  A4130 


r 


22.  FOOD.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Evins,  Colo. /commending  the  food  assistanc 
programs  of  this  Department,  p.  A4130 


23.  ELECTRIFICATION;  FOREIGN  AID. \  Extension  of  Remarks  of  Rep.  Cameron  inserting 
an  article  which  "tells  the  dramatic  stor/  of  how  AID  support  in  the  form  of 
a  loan  agreement  for  the  establishment  of  a  rural  electric  cooperative  won  a 
victory  against  political  extremi&pi  in/sevilla,  Columbia."  pp.  A4132-3 


24.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of/llep.  Talcott  stating  that:  "Of  paramount 
concern  to  tomato  growers  is  the  availability  of  competent  supplemental 
farmworkers"  and  inserting  an  article  on^this  subject,  pp.  A4134-5 


25.  ECONOMICS.  Rep.  Multer  inserted  an  article Miscussing  the  differences  between 
the  current  economic  situation  and  that  of  1x29.  pp.  A4137-8 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


c 


26.  LOANS.  H.  R.  10118  by /Rep.  Whalley,  and  H.  R.  10123,  by  Rep.  Hansen,  Iowa,  to 
amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration  A^t  of  1961,  as  amended, 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  or  Insure  loans  to  public 
and  quasi-public  agencies  and  corporations  not  operated\for  profit  with 
respect  to  water  supply  and  water  systems  serving  rural  areas  and  to  make 
grants  to  aid  in  rural  community  development  planning  and  in  connection  with 
the  construction  of  such  community  facilities,  to  increase  rhe  annual 
aggregate  of  insured  loans  thereunder;  to  Agriculture  Commits 


27.  PERSONNEL^  LAW.  H.  R.  10104  by  Rep.  Celler,  to  enact  title  5,  United  States 
Code,  "Government  Organization  and  Employees",  codifying  the  general  and 
permanent  laws  relating  to  the  organization  of  the  Government  of  the/United 
States  and  to  its  civilian  officers  and  employees;  to  Judiciary  Commrktee. 


WpATHER.  H.  R.  10106  by  Rep.  Hathaway,  to  coordinate  and  consolidate  the  n 
major  civilian  marine  and  atmospheric  functions  of  the  Federal  Government 
through  the  establishment  of  a  Department  of  Marine  and  Atmoepheric  interest 
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Mr.  Cronkite.  How,  as  a  practical  matter 
do  you  do  that?  I  mean,  what — what  is  your 
program? 

Premier  Ky.  Clean  out  administration, 
led  forces,  rank,  and  everything.  In 
^r  words,  banish  corruptions,  injustice. 
Cronkite.  Well,  General,  how  do  you 
expectXto  accomplish  this  when  the  revolu¬ 
tionary 'governments  of  the  past  couple  of 
years  haven’t  been  able  to? 

Premier  Ky.  I  think  I  mentioned  to  you,  I 
said  the  so-cklled  revolutionary  governments. 
That’s  a  big\dlfference  because  I  am  not 
politicians,  but\[  am  patriot  and  revolution¬ 
ary  man. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  "You’re  going  to  need  some 
politicians  to  do  that  job.  Are  they  going 
to  remain  loyal  to  you  while  the  job  gets 
done?  Do  they  have  the  same  devotion  you 
have? 

Premier  Ky.  Well,  sir,  f\don’t  need  people 
loyal  to  me,  but  I  want  tns  people  loyal  to 
the  country,  to  my  policy,  which  is  very  sim¬ 
ple.  First  to  give  justice  and  freedom  to  the 
people,  and  then  fight  the  Communists.  So, 
regardless  his  groups,  religions,  lfSthey  agree 
with  me  about  this  policy,  if  theyNare  loyal 
to  Vietnam,  I  always  happy  to  have  them 
helping  me.  I  don’t  need  people  loyaLto  me. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  General,  when  do  you.  feel 
that  your  program  will  have  been  advanced 
far  enough  that  you  can  return  the  count) 
to  a  constitutional  government? 

Premier  Ky.  Well,  it  depends  on  the  situ¬ 
ation  military  and  politics,  but  with  what  I 
can  see  after  3  weeks  now  as  Premier,  I  hope 
that  we  need  2  or  3  more  months  to  see 
clearly  and  then  we  will  decide. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Should  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  be  concerned  about  the  frequent  changes 
of  government  in  Vietnam? 

Premier  Ky.  Not  only  the  American,  but 
even  the  Vietnamese  people.  We  are  worried, 
and  I  can  say  we  are  tired  of  the,  you  know, 
so  often  changes.  This  fact  explains  also 
why  at  the  present  time  most,  or  many  Viet¬ 
namese  people,  are  so  indifferent,  and  I  think 
this  fact  is  very  also  important  and  danger¬ 
ous  for  us,  because  when  they  are  indifferent 
people,  it  means  they  will  not  participate  to 
the  war  effort.  And  as  I  mentioned  before, 
they  are  indifferent  because  they  are  tired 
of  so  often  changes  of  government.  They 
cannot  believe  as,  you  know,  I  am  sure  that 
you  heard  about  rumors  that  this  Govern¬ 
ment  cannot  stay  longer  than  15  days,  and 
now  this  deadline  is,  you  know,  over  15  days. 
Now,  they  said,  well,  no,  no  good  in  2  months. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Do  you  feel  pretty  con¬ 
fident  now  that  you  are  going  to  be  able  to 
hold  on? 

Premier  Ky.  Personally,  yes;  why  not? 

Mr.  Cronkite.  General,  is  there  any 
sibility  of  negotiation  with  the  Vietp6ng? 

Premier  Ky.  Well,  at  the  present  /time  I 
don’t  see  any. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Could  you — is  thenf  any  pos- 
sibility  of  this  policy  of  yours  ^reating  an 
atmosphere  in  which  you  could  invite  the 
Vietcong  to  Join  you  in  this/effort  in  your 
country? 

Premier  Ky.  Yes,  I  thinly  yes,  because  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  information  or  intelligence,  I 
think  the  morale  of  people,  North  Vietnam,  is 
affected  very  much  by these  air  attacks,  air 
raids  over  North  Vietnam.  And  in  some 
areas,  people  of  North  Vietnam  are  taught 
that  each  time  war  launch  an  air  raid.  North 
Vietnam  because'somewhere  in  the  South  the 
Vietcong  you  know,  make  sabotage,  or  some¬ 
thing  like  that.  So,  the  people  in  North  Viet¬ 
nam,  in  some  areas,  ask  the  Communist  au¬ 
thorities  tel  stop  all  this  sabotage,  South  Viet¬ 
nam,  yes;  But  we  know  we  are  quite  sure 
that  these  air  raids  and  bombs  affect  very, 
very  much  morale  of  the  people,  even  the 
morale  of  the  Communist  troops.  So  if  we 
continue  or  increase  these  air  raids,  and  if 
;  the  same  time  we  can  drop  or  deliver  some 
Sf  our  volunteer  or  some  of  the  members  of 
the  friendly  liberation  of  the  North,  I  am 


quite  sure  they  will  do  a  good  Job  in  enrolling 
and  getting  people  with  them. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Was  it  possible  that  the  Viet¬ 
cong  might  Just  quit  and  go  underground? 

Premier  Ky.  I  always  said  that  if  Ho  Chi- 
Minh  and  Communist  leaders  are  smart 
enough,  they  will  accept  this  solution,  stop 
fighting  and  continue  in  an  underground 
fight.  More,  more  dangerous  because  at  this 
moment  they  will  give  to  the  free  world,  to 
other  allied  countries  the  impression  that 
now  they  are  no  more  aggressors  and  now 
South  Vietnam  is  living,  you  know,  in  peace 
and  free.  This  whole  impression  is  more 
dangerous.  That’s  why  we  never  accept  a 
cease-fire,  a  so-called,  you  know,  a  peace  or 
this  temporary  peace.  We,  as  General  Taylor 
many  times  mentioned  that  we  always  ac¬ 
cept  a  stop-fight  the  day  that  all  the 
Communist  soldiers  and  Asians  are  out  of 
South  Vietnam. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Are  you  concerned  that 
America  might  negotiate  a  separate  agree¬ 
ment  with  North  Vietnam? 

Premier  Ky.  Never  do  it. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  You  don’t  worry  about  that 
as  a  possibility. 

Premier  Ky.  No.  There  is — no,  the  ally 
must  not  take  this  decision  without  the  ap¬ 
provement  of  the  Government  of  Vietnam. 
Because  you  know,  why  we  fight  Commi 
nists  for  20  years  now,  why  myself  and' 3 
millions  of  North  Vietnam  refugees  just,. left 
vall  our  land,  our  houses.  North  Vietnam  to 
>me  down  here?  Because  we  don’t  want 
R&d  China  coming  here.  Why  we  in,, -the  past, 
we  Sought  against  French?  Because  we  don’t 
wan t^omi nation,  because  we  wapx  independ¬ 
ence. 

Announcer.  This  special  edition  of  “Face 
the  Nation’’  will  continue  in  a  moment. 

General  Ky,  though  Premier  of  South  Viet¬ 
nam,  is  a  native  of  Hanta,  capital  of  North 
Vietnam,  and\he  recently  proposed  a  new 
plan  to  hasten  the  defeat  of  the  Communists 
there  by  organizing/resistance,  a  free  Viet¬ 
namese  underground  in  North  Vietnam. 

He  discussed  tjus\>lan  with  Walter  Cron¬ 
kite. 

Mr.  Cronkei'e.  I’m  vfery  interested  in  this 
plan  of  your/  to  infiltrate^North  Vietnam  the 
same  way  that  the  Communists  have  infil¬ 
trated  Smith  Vietnam.  Why^hasn’t  this  been 
done  before? 

Preimer  Ky.  As  I  told  you,  I  am  not  a  poli¬ 
tician  That’s  why  sometimes  Nny  reason¬ 
ing/ is  very  logical.  When  once 'you  are  a 
litician,  you  think  as  politiciansAinterna- 
tfional  politics,  domestic — sometimes  rt^’s  very 
difficult  to  be  logical. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Do  you  expect  this  plsip  of 
yours  to  be  put  into  effect  soon? 

Premier  Ky.  I  hope  so.  I  hope  so.  I  hoj 
so 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Do  your  American  counter¬ 
parts  think  this  is  a  good  idea? 

Premier  Ky.  Well,  before  I  had  many  oc¬ 
casions  to  discuss  this  problem  with  many 
of  my  American  friends,  military  Americans. 
So  as  you  know,  as  they  are  military  they  all 
agree,  even  some  think  that  it  is  necessary 
to  win  this  war. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Going  into  North  Vietnam 
with  a - - 

Premier  KY.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Democratic  liberation  front 
of  our  own.  But  do  American  politicians 
take  a  dimmer  view  of  that? 

Premier  Ky.  Well,  until  now  I  never  had 
the  chance  to  speak  with  American  poli¬ 
ticians,  as  I  hope  that  in  a  few  days,  in  the 
very  near  future,  I  will  have  the  chance  to 
discuss  this  problem. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Because  you  are  a  military 
man,  because  General  Taylor,  of  course,  is  a 
military  man,  you’ve  had  an  easy  dialog 
with  him? 

Premier  Ky.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Do  you  expect  it  to  be  as 
easy  with  a  political  man,  Ambassador 
Lodge? 


Premier  Ky.  Yes,  why  not?  ,/ 

Mr.  Cronkite.  General  Ky,  thank  you  very 
much,  sir.  I  appreciate  your  taking  the/time 
to  meet  with  us  today  and  to  explain  your 
policy.  / 

Premier  Ky.  Gentlemen,  if  my  voice  some 
day  heard  by  American  people,  I/would  like 
to  say  something,  let  them  knoy,  I  mean  the 
average  American,  not  the  Government,  not 
politicians,  that  we  are  not  a,  puppet  govern¬ 
ment,  that  if  we  fight  today  not  because  we 
just  want  to  fight;  not  because  I  am  military 
so  my  job  is  fight,  fight;'  no.  If  someone  in 
this  country  is  tired,-  tired  of  war;  if  the 
people  who  really  suffer  in  this  country  about 
war,  it’s  military,  military,  not  Saigonese,  not 
the  rich  man,  not’ the  politicians  here.  We 
fought  for  10  years.  We  die  every  day.  We 
suffer  from  thp'war.  So  I  can  say  that  more 
than  other  people  we  like — we  love  peace, 
but  peace  hr  free — freedom — and  liberty,  not 
peace  under  the  Communists.  So,  we  are 
going  to  fight  the  Communists  until  the  day 
we  beepme  a  freeman  or  a  dead  man.  So 
please'understand  this  and  help  us.  If  the 
so-called  free  people  of  free  countries  don’t 
lerstand  or  help  us,  how  we  can  defeat 
Communists?  That  the  only  thing  I 
vant  the  people  to  know,  and  personally,  if 
I  accept  this  job,  it  is  not  for,  you  know, 
having  the  title  as  a  Prime  Minister  or  just 
with  the  intention  to  stay  here  2,  3 
months  getting  millions  of  dollars  and  then 
some  day  fly  overseas  somewhere  and  living 
in  peace  in  Washington  or  Los  Angeles  or 
Paris.  No,  I  was  born  in  this  country.  I’m 
going  to  die  here  for  this  country,  and  I’m 
sure  that  millions  of  other  Vietnamese  are 
ready  to  stay  and  die  here  for  this  country. 
So  help  us.  That’s  all  what  I  say. 

Mr.  Cronkite.  Well,  let’s  all  hope,  General, 
that  the  dying  will  stop  very  shortly,  and  so 
will  the  Communist  aggression.  Thank  you, 
sir. 

Premier  Ky.  OK. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  am  interested  that 
the  majority  leader,  for  whose  views  I 
have  the  highest  respect,  should  under¬ 
take  to  insert  in  the  Record  an  interview 
and  to  comment  generally  favorably 
about  the  new  Chief  of  State  in  South 
Vietnam,  General  Ky. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  has  given  any 
consideration  to  the  attitude  that  Gen¬ 
eral  Ky  appears  to  have  taken  with  re¬ 
spect  to  two  subjects  which  give  me 
grave  concern  about  the  validity  of  his 
^leadership. 

The  first  is  his  position  on  civil  liber¬ 
ties.  I  understand  that  he  has  set  up 
sandbag  barriers  in  the  center  of  Saigon 
and  chat  he  has  had  one  criminal  exe- 
cuted-Aand  no  doubt  the  man  deserved 
to  die — and  has  indicated  that  in  order  to 
bring  the 'price  of  rice  down,  he  intends 
to  execute 'speculators  without  further 
trial  until  tn^  price  of  rice  is  brought 
down. 

The  newspapers  this  morning  carried 
a  gruesome  picture  of  the  torturing  of 
Vietcong  prisoners  py  representatives  of 
the  South  Vietnamese  Army.  I  am  as 
aware  as  anyone  else,\  of  the  horrible 
cruelties  which  are  perpetrated  on  the 
South  Vietnamese  and,  whenever  they 
can,  on  Americans,  by  the  Vietcong. 
From  what  I  know  of  General  Ky,  he  is 
not  much  better  than  Ho  Chi-a^inh  with 
respect  to  his  attitude  toward  freedom 
and  decency  of  treatment.  Does  the 
Senator  care  to  comment? 
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\Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  shall  comment, 
bu/not  in  answer  to  the  specific  ques¬ 
tion -of  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

The '  purpose  of  putting  the  interview 
in  the  Record  was  to  bring  home  to  the 
Senate  the  policies  which  General  Ky 
is  advocating,  namely,  that  American 
troops  should  be  on  the  perimeter  and 
that  the  Vietnamese  troops  should  be  in 
the  rear  pacifying  the  villagers. 

As  much  as  we\can  find  out  about  the 
head  of  a  government,  with  which  we  are 
in  a  certain  sense  allied,  ought  to  be  put 
in  the  Record  for  the  edification  and 
education  of  all  Americs 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
my  friend. 

 1  

FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  pending 
business  be  temporarily  laid  aside,  and 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  Calendar  No.  448,  Senate  bill  2300. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
2300)  authorizing  the  construction,  re¬ 
pair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  state¬ 
ments  on  Tuesday  by  President  Johnson 
in  his  news  conference  show  that  the 
United  States  and  the  world  are  sliding 
further  into  the  morass  of  war. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  our  new 
escalation  is  being  fortified  on  the  basis 
of  alleged  increases  in  participation  in 
the  war  by  North  Vietnam;  yet  the  re¬ 
action  of  much  of  our  own  Government 
suggests  infiltration  from  the  North  was 
stepped  up  in  1964  after  American  raids 
on  North  Vietnam  naval  bases  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  Tonkin  Bay  incident. 

The  latest  off  of  the  wire  came  in  just 
a  few  moments  ago.  It  reads  as  follows : 

Three  F-105  fighter  bombers  were  shql 
down,  the  Pentagon  reported,  by  what 
described  as  “intense  conventional  ground 
fire”  during  the  low-level  attack  on  twc/pre- 
viously  undiscovered  surface-to-air  .missile 
sites  about  40  miles  northwest  of  Hanoi. 

The  two  sites,  using  semimobile  equipment 
which  could  be  put  in  place  in  aylittle  as  24 
hours,  are  in  addition  to  five  site’s  previously 
identified  as  under  construction  around 
Hanoi,  the  North  Vietnamese  capital. 

The  U.S.  attack  was  launched  3  days  after 
a  U.S.  plane  was  shot  dovm  by  fire  from  one 
of  the  missile  sites. 

Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  Arthur  Syl¬ 
vester  told  a  news  conference  that  U.S.  pilots 
reported  destruction/ of  one  of  the  new  sites 
and  damage  to  the/other. 

I  think  there  is  no  doubt  that  we  are 
galloping  toward  a  major,  massive  war 
in  Asia.  Every  action  we  have  taken,  we 
have  called  retaliation.  Every  action  the 
Vietcong1  and  the  North  Vietnamese 
have  taken,  they  have  called  retaliation. 
Today’s  raid  on  the  missile  sites  is  but 


another  step  in  the  process  by  which  all 
wars  begin. 

In  today’s  Washington  Post,  Walter 
Lippmann  once  again  sets  forth  the  un¬ 
happy,  unpromising,  and  potentially 
disastrous  position  of  the  United  States 
in  Vietnam.  As  I  have  pointed  out  ever 
since  our  military  involvement  in  Viet¬ 
nam  began,  the  United  States  is  there 
alone.  This  stark  fact  is  not  covered  up 
by  the  recital  of  token  forces,  largely 
noncombatant,  that  have  been  con¬ 
tributed  by  such  dependencies  of  the 
United  States  as  Taiwan  and  South 
Korea. 

As  Mr.  Lippmann  once  again  points 
out,  the  real  powers  of  Asia — the  large, 
rich,  and  populous  nations  upon  whom 
the  long-range  stability  of  Asia  de¬ 
pends — are  at  best  unhappy  bystanders. 
Some  of  them,  including  Indonesia, 
Pakistan,  and  India,  are  in  varying  de¬ 
grees  of  opposition  to  our  war  policy  and 
the  most  we  have  obtained  from  Japan 
is  a  lipservice  which  may  not  be  forth¬ 
coming  much  longer. 

,  It  is  this  failure  of  the  large  nations  of 
to  support  or  join  our  war  activity 
in  Vietnam  that  totally  destroys  the  ar¬ 
gument  quoted  by  Mr.  Lippmann  froi 
the  New  York  Herald  Tribune,  whfi 
depicts  me  United  States  as  saving  /he 
masses  orvAsia  from  communism/  So 
far  the  onlyY'masses”  to  urge  us  on  have 
been  the  ruling  factions  in  Thailand, 
Malaysia,  Taiwan,  the  Philippines,  and 
the  white  nations  of  Australia  and  New 
Zealand.  Even  these  have/offered  little 
or  nothing  in  tangible  support. 

What  is  worse,  the\ngre  this  becomes 
an  American  war,  thepfess  tangible  sup¬ 
port  we  are  going  tp  have  from  them. 
We  have  already  seen  this  happen  in 
South  Vietnam  itself.  The  efforts  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  Ambassador 
Taylor  to  increase  the  ratio  o£  govern¬ 
ment  troops /to  guerrillas  havevtotally 
failed.  Tinfe  after  time  they  announced 
a  stepping^ up  of  American  military  ., and 
financia/aid  to  increase  the  size  of  the 
South  .Vietnam  Army.  And  today,  moi 
of  th/same  people  who  have  persistent! 
recommended  year  after  year  that  with 
a  little  more  U.S.  help,  South  Vietnam 
>uld  do  the  job,  are  now  gathered  in 
Washington  to  plan  the  replacement  of 
the  South  Vietnamese  war  effort  with  a 
total  American  war  effort. 

It  is  clear  that  the  more  the  South 
Vietnamese  Army  is  supplied,  the  larger 
the  number  of  desertions  and  the  more 
equipment  gets  into  the  hands  of  the 
Vietcong.  The  briefings  we  receive  make 
it  impossible  for  one  to  escape  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  South  Vietnamese  Army 
is  collapsing  at  a  rapid  pace.  The  war 
will  be  increasingly  fought  with  Ameri¬ 
can  boys.  That  is  what  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed  at  Camp  David  and  in  the  pre¬ 
cincts  of  the  White  House  in  recent  days. 
That  is  obvious.  It  has  not  been  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  political  implications  of 
war  in  southeast  Asia,  or  of  how  to  gather 
international  support  for  our  policy,  or 
how  to  make  it  legal  under  the  United 
Nations  Charter  or  the  U.S.  Constitu¬ 
tion.  The  Government  continues  to 
stand  in  defiance  of  the  Constitution, 
article  I,  section  8,  which  places  in  Con¬ 


gress  the  responsibility  to  declare  war. 
Not  a  word  of  the  Constitution  gives  the 
President  the  power  to  make  war  in  the 
absence  of  a  declaration  of  war,  save  i 
except  for  the  short  period  of  time  ne 
sary  to  meet  an  immediate  emergency 
that  threatens  the  defense  of  this/coun¬ 
try  and  justifies  a  temporary  ayfion  by 
way  of  self-defense. 

The  discussions  taking  ptefce  involve 
the  number  of  American  trojaips  that  must 
be  landed,  where  and  hovyand  who  shall 
be  called  to  the  colors  to  prosecute  the 
war  that  South  Vietnam  can  no  longer 
prosecute. 

When  the  President  takes  to  the  air  to 
tell  the  decisions  to  the  American  people, 
he  will  not  be  able  to  set  forth  the  role 
of  the  United  States  as  leader  of  an  allied 
effort;  he  will  not  be  able  to  call  upon 
the  America^  people  to  join  in  an  allied 
effort  in  Vietnam;  he  will  not  be  able  to 
say  that/American  boys  are  about  to  be 
asked  1 6  participate  in  an  operation  that 
the  g/eat  nations  of  Asia  or  the  world 
regard  as  vital  to  their  security. 

ill  he  is  going  to  be  able  to  do  is  an¬ 
nounce  the  calling  up  of  American  mili¬ 
tary  forces  to  fight  for  American  face  and 
prestige  in  Asia.  He  will  not  even  be  able 
to  say  that  they  are  going  there  with  the 
blessing  of  people  of  Pakistan,  India, 
Japan,  or  Indonesia,  and  if  he  is  com¬ 
pletely  honest  with  the  American  people, 
he  will  tell  them  that  three  of  these 
countries  believe  we  should  be  waging  a 
political  war,  not  a  military  war,  in  Viet¬ 
nam,  and  the  fourth  is  going  along  with 
the  war  effort  only  on  the  surface  of  offi¬ 
cial  policy  but  not  at  the  deep  grassroots 
of  its  people. 

If  he  is  completely  honest,  he  will  tell 
the  American  people  that  there  is  no 
major  support  in  Asia  for  what  we  are 
about  to  do,  and  he  will  also  explain  that 
the  more  the  war  becomes  an  American 
war,  the  less  popular  and  effective  the 
United  States  will  be  everywhere  in  Asia. 
Should  the  war  prove  long  drawn  out,  or 
should  North  Vietnam  or  China  enter 
it  directly,  he  should  make  it  perfectly 
clear  that  the  United  States  can  expect 
io  help  whatever  from  any  quarter  in 
sia,  and  we  will  be  lucky  if  many  of 
the^e  countries  do  not  actually  turn  on 
us. 

WeVre  drawing  heavily  upon  our  polit¬ 
ical  capital  built  up  in  Asia  over  a  20- 
year  per«)d  and  the  Americanization  of 
the  war  wnI  step  up  the  process.  Those 
are  the  realties  of  the  further  American 
takeover  of  the  war.  I  hope  the  Presi¬ 
dent  will  bring\hem  out.  I  hope  he  will 
offer  the  people  shine  explanation  of  why 
everything  we  haVe  financed  in  South 
Vietnam  in  the  last  3  years  has  dis¬ 
solved,  why  the  Soutrv  Vietnam  Army  is 
less  interested  and  less\apable  now  than 
it  was  3  years  ago  of  resisting  the  Viet¬ 
cong,  and  the  extent  to  which  we  must 
expect  the  same  process  to,  take  place 
among  the  other  nations  of  the  area. 

Let  the  President  also  make,  it  clear 
that  no  Asians  are  going  to  die  in  Asia 
for  the  face,  prestige,  or  security  of  the 
United  States.  If  anything,  theyXwill 
more  likely  die  just  to  get  us  out,  justNas 
they  died  to  get  the  Dutch,  the  British 
and  the  French  out. 
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the  risk  of  an  atomic  war  throughout  the 
world? 

The  people  of  America  are  entitled  to  com¬ 
plete  Information,  expressed  not  In  clever 
es  or  the  outright  lies,  Justified  by  the 
Defense  Department,  but  In  simple  straight¬ 
forward  language  we  all  can  understand. 

It  is  time  our  Senators  and  Congressmen 
moved.  Xo  protect  their  constituents  rather 
than  blindly  following  White  House  policy. 
It  is  tlme^all  of  us  let  our  views  be  known 
through  letters  and  telegrams  to  our  repre¬ 
sentatives  and  our  President.  It  very  well 
may  be  that  tn^  future  of  the  world  depends 
upon  us. 

/  . 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  this  con¬ 
stitutes  a  very  interesting  shift  in  edi¬ 
torial  policy.  We  a)se  seeing  increasing 
evidence  of  this.  AtNlong  last,  Ameri¬ 
can  editors  are  beginning  to  do  their 
book  work.  At  long  last  there  is  increas¬ 
ing  evidence  that  American  editors  are 
reading  something  besides\their  own 
newspapers.  At  long  last,  there  is  in¬ 
creasing  evidence  that  American  editors 
are  beginning  to  recognize  the  increasing 
danger  that  the  McNamara -Rusk-Xohn- 
son  war  is  creating  in  Asia  to  the  security 
of  our  country  and  the  peace  of  the 
world. 

Oh,  there  have  been  some  editors,  from' 
the  very  beginning,  who  had  the  cour¬ 
age  to  warn  the  American  people  of  the 
danger.  I  refer  again  to  the  editors  of 
the  St.  Louis  Post-Dispatch.  These  edi¬ 
tors  have  been  the  most  farsighted  and 
courageous  of  any,  with  regard  to  Ameri¬ 
can  foreign  policy,  but  they  have  had 
some  good  colleagues  for  a  long  time. 
The  editors  of  the  New  York  Times 
warned  us  of  the  danger  of  massive  war 
in  Asia.  There  seems  to  have  been  at 
least  some  silence  on  their  part  in  the 
most  recent  past,  but  I  am  satisfied  that 
we  cannot  escape  the  conclusions  they 
were  setting  forth  in  their  editorials 
for  months  in  regard  to  the  danger  of 
war  in  southeast  Asia. 

Special  tribute  should  be  paid  to  Mr. 
Higgins,  the  editor  of  that  little  fight¬ 
ing  newspaper  in  York,  Pa.,  called  the 
York  Gazette.  Obviously  a  keen  stu¬ 
dent,  this  editor,  and  a  very  courageous 
writer  who  has  been,  in  editorial  after 
editorial,  warning  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  for  months  of  what  is  going  to  hap¬ 
pen.  His  predictions  have  always  hap¬ 
pened.  We  cannot  start  the  tyfce  of 
escalation  that  has  been  going  on  in 
Asia  and  not  escape  the  fact  that  we  are 
going  to  find  ourselves  in/a  massive 
conflict. 

I  also  pay  my  high  respect  to  the  chain 
of  Knight  papers,  which  for  many 
months  have  been  trying  to  warn  the 
American  people  thai/this  executive  war 
will  threaten  and  endanger  the  peace  of 
the  world,  as  well  as  the  ultimate  security 
of  the  United  Startles. 

It  is  interesting  to  read  what  the  edi¬ 
tor  of  the  Wheeling  News-Register  said 
in  the  editonal  which  I  previously  asked 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record.  He  said : 

Up  to  /low  this  newspaper  has  supported 
the  policy  of  President  Johnson  as  expressed 
last  A/gust  In  New  York  as  follows: 

wne  others  are  eager  to  enlarge  the  con¬ 
flict.  They  caU  upon  us  to  supply  American 
Sys  to  do  the  job  Asian  boys  should  do. 
ley  ask  us  to  take  reckless  action  which 
'might  risk  the  lives  of  millions  and  engulf 


much  of  Asia  and  certainly  threaten  the 
peace  of  the  entire  world.  Moreover,  such 
action  would  offer  no  solution  at  all  to  the 
real  problems  of  Vietnam.” 

The  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
quoted  that  statement  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  plus  the  statement 
he  made  in  Texas,  plus  the  statement  he 
made  in  New  Hampshire  during  the  cam¬ 
paign,  all  to  the  effect  that  he  was  against 
sending  American  boys  to  do  what  Asians 
should  do.  He  has  changed  his  mind. 
He  has  a  right  to  change  his  mind,  but 
the  President  has  never  advanced  a 
sound  argument  in  support  of  changing 
his  mind. 

The  editorial  continues: 

We  cannot  go  further.  We  cannot  support 
war  or  the  risk  of  atomic  war  without  more 
information  than  the  Government  so  far  has 
seen  fit  to  disclose.  Why  has  Presidential 
policy  completely  changed?  What  develop¬ 
ments  have  there  been  since  last  August 
which  justify  the  commitment  of  thousands 
of  American  boys  to  fight  and  die  in  the 
swamps  and  rice  paddies  of  this  remote 
corner  of  southeast  Asia?  What  changes  it 
the  world  situation  now  justify  the  risk  /Si 
an  atomic  war  throughout  the  world? 

The  people  of  America  are  entitled  to  /Com¬ 
plete  information,  expressed  not  in/clever 
ihrases  or  the  outright  lies,  justified' by  the 
‘iefense  Department,  but  in  simple/straight- 
folward  lanuage  we  all  can  understand. 

It\is  time  our  Senators  and  Congressmen 
moved  to  protect  their  constituents  rather 
than  blandly  following  Whit«  House  policy. 
It  is  time  all  of  us  let  oui/views  be  known 
through  letters  and  teleCTams  to  our  repre¬ 
sentatives  and  our  President.  It  very  well 
may  be  thaKthe  futjrtre  of  the  world  de¬ 
pends  upon  us\ 

It  is  my  belidf/that  editorials  of  that 
type  are  going  rtto\increase  in  number  in 
newspaper  after  newspaper  in  this  coun¬ 
try  as  the  American-,  people  really  come 
to  grips  wjth  the  awful  and  ugly  reality 
that  is  /(head  of  us  unless  the  war- 
makine/policy  of  the  United  States  in 
Asia  i/changed,  unless  the  United  States 
starts  living  up  to  its  treaty  commit¬ 
ments,  unless  the  United  States  calls  for 
extraordinary  session  of  the\General 
ssembly  of  the  United  Nations  and 
announces  to  the  world  that  we  ar^  lay¬ 
ing  the  whole  threat  of  peace  to  the 
world  before  the  United  Nations  for  its 
jurisdiction,  and  that  we  will  support  th! 
United  Nations  in  the  course  of  action 
that  is  taken  in  trying  to  reach  a  hon¬ 
orable,  negotiated,  peace  settlement  of 
this  threat  to  the  future  of  all  mankind. 

I  close  by  saying  that  yesterday  at  the 
Governors’  conference  in  Minneapolis, 
the  Governor  of  Oregon,  Mark  O.  Hat¬ 
field,  made  a  statement  which,  in  my 
opinion,  is  deserving  of  high  commenda¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon.  I  commended  the  Gover¬ 
nor  once  before  for  the  efficient  and  ef¬ 
fective  work  he  did  many  months  ago  in 
connection  with  the  flood  disaster  that 
struck  my  State  of  Oregon,  back  in  Janu¬ 
ary  and  December.  Under  his  responsi¬ 
bility,  it  was  his  duty  to  report  imme¬ 
diately  to  the  Federal  Government  and 
to  the  President  with  regard  to  what  the 
facts  showed.  He  did.  He  worked  closely 
with  the  office  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon.  He  is  worthy  of  the  commenda¬ 
tion  I  gave  him.  But  we  have  in  both 
parties  some  very  blind  partisans  who 


is 
party. 


seem  to  think  one  commits  a  great  /Of¬ 
fense  in  partisan  politics  if  he 
a  commendable  piece  of  work 
done  by  a  member  of  the  oth 
I  have  never  held  to  that  pri: 

Last  night,  sitting  in  my  living  room, 
watching  television,  I  listened  to  the 
statement  made  over  television  by  Gov¬ 
ernor  Hatfield.  I  read  aii  account  of  his 
statement  in  the  press  rtnday.  I  sent  the 
following  telegram  to  Governor  Hatfield: 

I  listened  to  you  last  night  on  television 
and  also  read  the  newspaper  accounts  this 
morning  of  your  statement  on  American  for¬ 
eign  policy  in  Agfa.  Congratulations. 

You  must  expect  to  be  criticized  for  ad¬ 
vocating  the /negotiation  of  an  honorable 
peace  through  existing  procedures  of  inter¬ 
national  law,  but  the  American  people  should 
face  up  tfi  the  fact  that  not  even  the  power¬ 
ful  use/of  American  military  might  in  Asia 
makes/right. 

Fo/  a  long  time  I  have  pointed  out  in  the 
Senate  that  our  Government  cannot  justify 
tj*e  killing  of  American  soldiers  in  southeast 
sia  in  an  undeclared  war.  I  am  proud  to 
'  stand  on  that  record. 

Although  some  will  criticize  you  for  it,  I  am 
proud  of  the  statement  you  made  yesterday 
at  the  Governors’  conference.  Regards. 

I  repeat  that,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  a 
shifting  in  America,  so  far  as  American 
public  opinion  is  concerned,  in  attitude 
in  respect  to  the  McNamara-Rusk-John- 
son  war  in  Aata,.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
the  time  has  come — it  is  long  overdue — 
for  a  reappraisal  by  the  Congress  of  the 
war  in  Asia.  I  hope  the  Congress  will 
stay  on  the  job  as  long  as  American  boys 
die  in  southeast  Asia  in  this  undeclared 
war,  and  that  Congress  will  proceed  to 
exercise  its  constitutional  responsibility 
of  checking  the  President  in  regard  to 
the  execution  of  that  war. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Hackney,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  6675)  to 
provide  a  hospital  insurance  program  for 
the  aged  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
with  a  supplementary  health  benefits 
program  and  an  expanded  program  of 
ledical  assistance,  to  increase  benefits 
ilnder  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis¬ 
ability  insurance  system,  to  improve  the 
Federal-State  public  assistance  pro- 
gramsv,  and  for  other  purposes. 


FLOOD  CONTROL  ACT  OF  1965 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair  and  preservation  of  cer¬ 
tain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors 
for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  S. 
2300,  now  before  the  Senate,  is  the  first 
general  river  and  harbor  and  flood  con¬ 
trol  bill  to  come  before  Congress  since 
1962. 

The  Public  Works  Committee  has  de¬ 
voted  much  time  to  this  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  Public  hearings  covered  a  pe¬ 
riod  of  4  months,  extending  from  March 
through  June. 

Details  concerning  the  recommended 
improvements  have  been  furnished  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  committee  believes  that  each 
project  is  economically  justified,  having 
passed  the  formula  for  authorization  im¬ 
posed  by  the  corps. 

We  believe  that  the  projects  are  well 
conceived.  Their  inception  stems  from 
the  knowledge  possessed  by  one  of  the 
greatest  engineering  organizations  in 
the  country. 

Other  Federal  agencies,  equally  well 
qualified,  and  including  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  have  reviewed  these  projects 
and  concurred  in  their  construction. 

The  inclusion  of  these  projects  in  the 
construction  program  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  will  be  a  valuable  addition  to 
the  works  that  are  now  under  construc¬ 
tion,  or  are  on  the  drawing  boards,  for 
protection  from  floods  and  the  better¬ 
ment  oi  navigation. 

The  projects  to  be  constructed  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  as  a  result  of  this 
authorization  would  consist  of  single- 
and  multiple-purpose  dams  and  reser¬ 
voirs — levees,  flood  walls,  breakwaters, 
and  channel  improvements. 

All  are  in  the  interest  of  navigation, 
flood  control,  hydroelectric  power,  beach 
erosion  control,  and  other  multiple- 
purpose  water  uses. 

They  will  provide  needed  flood  protec¬ 
tion  to  our  cities  and  towns,  as  well  as 
agricultural  areas  of  the  country. 

They  will  enhance  the  use  of  the  navi¬ 
gable  waterways  of  our  Nation  which,  as 
we  all  know,  has  one  of  the  best  harbor 
and  inland  waterway  systems  in  the 
world. 

They  will  provide  additional  water  for 
domestic  as  well  as  industrial  uses,  aug¬ 
menting  the  supply  which  in  many  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country  is  becoming  critical. 

Hydroelectric  power  will  also  be  gen¬ 
erated  at  some  of  the  projects  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  proposed  legislation. 

Recreational  activities  will  be  en¬ 
hanced  by  the  adoption  of  these  projects. 

All  in  all,  the  projects  contained  in 
this  bill  will  go  far  in  promoting  and  de¬ 
veloping  the  Nation’s  water  and  land 
resources. 

The  projects  recommended  are  the  re¬ 
sult,  in  many  instances,  of  requests  made 
by  the  Members  of  this  body  for  studies 
of  water  resource  problems  in  their 
States. 

The  committee  asked  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  to  look  into  these  problems,  and 
to  advise  the  committee  on  the  best 
course  of  action  for  remedying  the  situ¬ 
ation. 

The  projects  contained  in  this  bill  are 
the  answers  to  these  problems. 

Highlights  of  the  bill  will  be  of  interest 
to  the  Senate. 


It  is,  as  I  mentioned,  the  first  general 
omnibus  bill  since  1962. 

It  would  authorize  a  total  of  109  flood 
control,  navigation,  beach  erosion  con¬ 
trol,  and  mutliple-purpose  improvements, 
having  a  total  estimated  cost  of  $1.9  bil¬ 
lion. 

A  portion  of  this  cost  will  be  returned 
to  the  Federal  Treasury  in  payments  for 
water  supply  and  recreation  by  local  in¬ 
terests. 

The  storage  space  in  Federal  reservoirs 
allocated  to  water  supply  and  recrea¬ 
tion — would  be  paid  for  by  local  interests 
over  a  period  of  not  to  exceed  50  years. 

On  this  basis — the  net  cost  to  the 
United  States  for  construction  of  these 
projects  would  be  $1.8  billion. 

While  the  direct  dollar  return  of  the 
total  cost  of  the  projects  in  the  bill  would 
not  be  great — the  overall  benefits  that 
will  accrue  to  the  Nation  will  more  than 
offset  the  costs. 

This,  of  course,  does  not  take  into  ac¬ 
count  the  human  lives  that  will  be  saved 
due  to  flood  protection  measures,  upon 
which  we  cannot  place  a  dollar  value. 

Certain  other  functions  of  the  projects, 
such  as  flood  control  and  navigation,  the 
cost  of  which  is  not  reimbursable  in  cash 
to  the  Federal  Government,  nevertheless, 
will  contribute  to  the  economic  growth 
of  the  country. 

The  funds  thus  expended  would  be 
eventually  returned  with  interest  to  the 
general  public  in  the  form  of  increased 
purchasing  power. 

The  $1.9  billion  authorized  in  the  bill 
does  not  represent  spending  for  1  year. 

This  amount  will  be  budgeted  over  a 
period  of  years  on  a  sound  fiscal  basis 
compatible  with  other  needs  of  the 
country. 

The  bill  contains  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  construction  in  38  States  of 
the  Union. 

Surveys  leading  to  future  projects  will 
be  made  in  a  number  of  other  States,  in 
accordance  with  language  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  seen  fit  to  include  in  the  bill. 

Section  104  of  the  bill  grants  the  con¬ 
sent  of  Congress  to  construction  of  a  dam 
by  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  on  the  Sus¬ 
quehanna  River.  This  will  result  in  no 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Section  204  would  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  make  loans  to 
those  local  interests — located  in  desig¬ 
nated  depressed  areas — who  are  unable 
to  meet  the  required  local  contributions 
toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  water 
resource  projects. 

This  will  be  a  valuable  provision  to 
assist  those  communities  located  in  eco¬ 
nomically  depressed  areas  of  the  coun¬ 
try. 

Section  206  as  well  as  207 — would  pro¬ 
vide  for  needed  comprehensive  water  re¬ 
source  surveys  throughout  the  Nation. 

In  closing — I  especially  wish  to  thank 
the  members  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  who  devoted  long  hours  to  the 
consideration  and  formulation  of  this 
bill. 

Also,  my  appreciation  is  extended  to 
Gen.  Jackson  Graham,  the  Director  of 
Civil  Works  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
and  to  his  able  staff  for  furnishing  the 
committee  with  details  on  the  various 
projects  and  matters. 


I  consider  the  pending  bill  to  be  a 
well  conceived  and  carefully  analyzed 
piece  of  water  resource  legislation,  and 
highly  recommend  its  passage. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  several  amend¬ 
ments  which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask 
to  have  stated. 

The  first  two  are  in  the  form  of  tech¬ 
nical  amendments  merely  indicating 
document  numbers  for  reports  which 
have  become  available  since  the  bill  was 
reported  by  the  committee. 

The  other  amendment  provides  for  au¬ 
thorization  of  the  navigation  project  at 
Cedar  River  Harbor,  Mich. 

The  amendment  offered  on  this  pro¬ 
ject  meets  the  criteria  the  committee  has 
set  for  other  projects  cleared  since  the 
committee  met. 

The  project  has  the  favorable  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
has  been  cleared  by  all  Federal  and  State 
agencies,  including  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

The  project  is  necessary  in  the  interest 
of  commercial  and  recreational  fishing, 
and  will  also  serve  as  a  harbor  of  refuge. 
It  has  an  exceedingly  high  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  1.7  and  is  well  justified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Page  25,  line 
8,  insert  the  figure  “244”. 

Page  25,  line  16,  insert  the  figure 
“246”. 

Page  4,  following  line  23,  insert  the 
following: 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan:  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $664,000;” 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendments 
may  be  considered  en  bloc. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  are  consid¬ 
ered  en  bloc  and,  without  objection,  they 
are  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  Senator  McNamara,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  in 
asking  that  S.  2300  be  passed  by  the 
Senate. 

As  the  Senator  from  Michigan  has 
said,  the  bill  has  been  the  subject  of 
long  and  thorough  consideration  over  a 
period  of  4  months.  The  Committee  on 
Public  Works  gave  the  bill  close  scrutiny 
in  comprehensive  hearings. 

This  year  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  initiated  a  new  system  of  hear¬ 
ings,  which  I  believe  was  helpful  and 
enabled  the  committee  to  give  fuller  con¬ 
sideration  than  was  possible  for  each 
project  in  past  years.  The  chairman 
established  four  subcommittees  dealing 
with  specific  projects  in  the  Atlantic  re¬ 
gions,  the  central  regions,  the  Missis- 
sippi-Plains  regions,  and  the  Pacific  re¬ 
gions. 

After  the  hearings  in  these  special  sub¬ 
committees  had  been  completed,  the  full 
committee  went  over  the  bill,  item  by 
item,  and  it  was  reported  unanimously 
by  the  Public  Works  Committee. 

As  the  chairman  has  noted,  the  omni¬ 
bus  authorization  bill  is  usually  brought 
before  the  Senate  biennially,  but  it  has 
been  3  years  since  a  regular  omnibus 
Public  Works  bill  has  been  before  the 
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Senate.  This,  to  a  large  extent,  accounts 
for  the  authorization  of  $1,968,485,500  as 
reported  in  the  bill  developed  by  the 
committee. 

There  is  always  some  criticism  of  this 
bill,  chiefly  from  those  who  are  not  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  careful  processes  fixed  by 
law  and  Corps  of  Engineers  regulations 
which  must  be  followed  before  any  proj¬ 
ect  can  be  authorized  by  the  Congress,  or 
before  appropriations  can  be  provided 
for  construction. 

This  is  one  of  the  cleanest  omnibus 
bills  that  has  been  reported  by  a  Public 
Works  Committee.  I  do  not  know  of  any 
project  included  in  the  bill  which  has  not 
met  the  requirements  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  the  regulations  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Department,  or  which  is  not  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  law. 

As  those  of  us  who  serve  on  the  com¬ 
mittee  know  that  every  step  provided  by 
law  and  specific  regulations  must  be  met 
before  the  bill  can  be  brought  before  the 
Senate.  If  a  member  considers  a  project 
to  have  merit,  its  survey  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  must  be  ordered  by  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  or  House  Public  Works 
r  Committee.  Then  an  appropriation  for 
the  survey  must  be  provided  to  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  by  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittees  and  the  Congress.  When  the 
survey  has  been  completed  by  the  dis¬ 
trict  engineers,  it  must  be  approved  at 
every  level  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers — 
the  district  engineer,  the  division  en¬ 
gineer,  the  Board  of  Engineers  of  Rivers 
and  Harbors,  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and 
then  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army — be¬ 
fore  it  can  be  recommended  to  the  Con¬ 
gress. 

It  must  meet  the  cost-benefit  ratio. 
The  cost-benefit  ratio  prescribes  that  the 
benefits  to  be  derived  from  a  project 
must  equal  in  value  cost  of  the  project, 
amortized  either  over  a  period  of  50  years, 
or  in  some  cases,  100  years.  Every  proj¬ 
ect  in  this  bill  meets  the  cost-benefit 
ratio. 

Even  after  approval  is  granted  at  all 
levels  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  proj¬ 
ect  must  have  the  approval  of  all  inter - 
1  ested  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government,  and  of  the  State 
governments  concerned  and,  finally,  the 
approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
which  actually  is  approval  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States,  as  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  is  an  office  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

This  process  takes  a  long  time — some¬ 
times  years — before  a  particular  project 
can  be  considered  by  the  Congress  for 
authorization  and  then  appropriated. 
In  that  time,  hearings  have  been  held  in 
the  local  areas,  and  hearings  have  been 
conducted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  and  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House. 
No  project  is  eligible  for  appropriations 
until  all  these  steps  have  been  satisfied. 

I  make  this  statement  to  describe  the 
long  process  of  approval  and  to  answer 
the  statement  made  by  some,  that  the 
approval  of  river  development  projects 
of  harbor  improvements  is  a  logrolling 
project  or  a  porkbarrell  bill. 

This  bill  provides  authorization  for 
rivers  and  harbors  projects,  beach  ero¬ 


sion  projects,  vital  flood  protection  dam 
and  reservoir  projects,  local  flood  pro¬ 
tection  projects,  and  navigation  proj¬ 
ects.  In  many  cases,  particularly  with 
respect  to  local  flood  protection  projects, 
a  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  is  borne 
by  the  community  deriving  the  benefit 
from  the  specific  project. 

There  is  always  some  controversy 
about  power  projects.  Some  power 
projects  are  included  in  the  bill,  but 
they  are  few  in  number.  They,  too, 
have  been  justified  in  the  same  way  that 
I  have  described  in  my  remarks.  Usu¬ 
ally  these  hydroelectric  projects  are  a 
part  of  multipurpose  projects,  providing 
flood  protection  and  navigation  benefits 
and  are  usually  used  for  what  is  known 
as  peaking  power. 

The  witnesses  who  have  testified  be¬ 
fore  us — both  on  behalf  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  also  private  utility 
companies — stated  that  hyrdoelectric 
projects  are  the  most  useful  and  econ¬ 
omical  in  the  supply  of  peaking  power. 

In  addition,  the  projects  in  this  bill,  in 
connection  with  those  now  under  con¬ 
struction,  will  conserve  precious  water 
for  human  and  industrial  use,  improve 
water  quality,  and  furnish  recreational 
benefits  and  conserve  wildlife. 

I  do  not  need  to  remind  Senators  of 
the  great  floods  which  ravage  this  coun¬ 
try  every  year.  In  recent  months  we 
were  saddened  by  the  terrible  floods  in 
the  West — in  Washington,  Oregon,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  Idaho.  They  are  repeated 
every  year  in  my  State,  and  all  over  the 
country,  resulting  in  the  loss  of  millions 
of  dollars  in  property  and,  year  after 
year,  in  the  loss  of  human  life. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  of  serving  on 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  since 
1957,  and  in  these  years  I  have  been  for¬ 
tunate  to  see  great  progress  made  in  the 
water  resources  programs  affecting  my 
own  State  of  Kentucky,  and  I  know  the 
importance  these  programs  have  all 
across  the  Nation.  I  have  been  pleased 
to  introduce  in  the  Senate  resolutions 
that  ordered  and  initiated  surveys  of 
needed  flood  control  projects  in  the  river 
valleys  of  Kentucky.  These  resolutions 
have  resulted  in  authorization  and  in 
construction  of  floodwalls,  dams  and 
reservoirs  to  protect  the  people  and  the 
communities  in  the  river  valleys  of  Ken¬ 
tucky. 

Some  of  these  resolutions  initiated 
projects  included  in  this  bill  before  the 
Senate  today.  Other  surveys  are  being 
made,  and  when  completed  will  be  rec¬ 
ommended  to  the  Congress.  The  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  water  resources  of 
Kentucky  has  meant  much  to  the  saving 
of  lives,  the  preservation  of  property,  and 
to  economic  growth  of  Kentucky. 

It  has  been  a  privilege  to  work  with 
my  colleagues  on  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee,  and  my  colleague  in 
the  Senate,  Senator  Morton,  and  the 
members  of  the  Kentucky  congressional 
delegation  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

The  improvement  and  development  of 
our  rivers  brings  protection  to  commu¬ 
nities  and  cities  against  floods.  Having 
served  on  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  for  several  years,  I  know  that  this 
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program  along  with  the  navigation  pro¬ 
gram,  is  one  of  the  great  factors  in  the 
economic  development  and  growth  of  our 
country.  It  is  of  immense  value  to  pri¬ 
vate  industry,  which  bears  the  chief  bur¬ 
den  for  the  economic  development  and 
growth  of  our  country. 

So,  today,  I  again  wish  to  congratu¬ 
late  the  chairman,  the  members,  and  the 
staff  of  the  committee  for  their  very 
careful  consideration  of  the  bill.  The 
majority  and  the  minority  worked  hard 
together,  and  I  know  that  Senators  Fong, 
Boggs,  Pearson,  and  Murphy  join  me 
in  appreciation  for  the  attention  and 
consideration  given  by  the  committee  to 
this  bill. 

I  believe  the  bill  is  one  which  stands 
uniquely,  the  test  of  the  criteria  imposed 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  agencies 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
and  the  Congress  itself.  I  urge  passage 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  thank  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  committee  for  his  timely  remarks. 
His  remarks  indicate  the  spirit  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  His  co¬ 
operation  has  been  greatly  appreciated 
by  all  of  us  on  the  committee. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  a  commitment  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  at  this 
time.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I 
may  be  permitted  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  it  is  so  ordered.  The  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  is  recognized. 

BIG  SANDY  RIVER  AND  ITS  TRIBUTARIES \  PANTHER 
CREEK  RESERVOIR  IN  WEST  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
share  the  interest  expressed  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  in  the  projects 
brought  into  the  bill  as  a  consequence  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers’  report  on  the  Big 
Sandy  River  and  its  tributaries. 

I  especially  commend  the  effective 
work  done  by  Representative  James  Kee, 
in  whose  district  one  of  these  projects 
would  be  located.  Representative  Kee 
has  worked  very  diligently  to  advance 
flood  control  for  the  Big  Sandy  River 
and  its  tributaries. 

It  is  pertinent  that  I  point  out,  how¬ 
ever,  that  although  the  need  for  flood 
protection  and  other  water  resource 
measures  is  of  high  priority  in  the  Tug 
Fork  watershed  of  the  Big  Sandy  basin 
in  Kentucky,  Virginia,  and  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  major  emphasis  in  this  bill  is 
on  the  Levisa  Fork  in  Kentucky. 

We  are  grateful,  nevertheless,  for  the 
inclusion  of  the  Panther  Creek  Reser¬ 
voir  proposal  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$11.3  million.  This  impoundment  in 
McDowell  County,  W.  Va.,  would  pro¬ 
vide  important  flood  protection  in  the 
local  area  and  would  have  a  beneficial 
effect  on  flooding  in  the  main  stream 
of  the  Tug  Fork  River.  Moreover,  it 
would  offer  substantial  recreational  ben¬ 
efits  to  a  recreation-starved  section  of 
Appalachia  in  a  three-States  corridor 
which  includes  portions  of  Kentucky, 
Virginia,  and  West  Virginia. 
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But,  Mr.  President,  the  Tug  Valley 
obtains  very  little  of  the  considerable 
flood  protection,  water  quality  control, 
and  low  flow  augmentation  that  it  needs, 
especially  along  the  main  stem  of  the 
Tug  Fork  River. 

The  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and 
Harbors,  in  taking  action  on  the  Big 
Sandy  Basin  report  and  recommending 
the  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther 
Creek  Reservoirs,  as  well  as  a  Martin, 
Ky.,  local  protection  project,  also  recom¬ 
mended  as  follows: 

That  the  Knox  Creek  Reservoir  (at  either 
the  upper  or  alternate  lower  sites) ,  and  the 
Pond  Creek  and  Matewan  local  protection 
projects,  which  approach  marginal  economic 
justification  but  are  not  presently  eligible 
for  recommendation,  be  included  in  the 
basin  plan,  and  that  these  projects  be  stud¬ 
ied  in  connection  with  programs  pertaining 
to  Appalachia  or  other  enacted  legislation 
which  may  evolve. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  the  studies  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Board,  and  such  other 
actions  as  may  be  necessary,  will  be 
taken  to  bring  forth  a  favorable  report 
which  will  result  in  the  provision  of 
flood  protection  for  the  main  Tug  Valley 
from  Knox  Creek  to  confluence  with  the 
Levisa  Fork  in  a  not-too-distant  year. 

At  this  point,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  Mr.  President,  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  in  connection  with  these  re¬ 
marks  certain  quotations  from  testimony 
given  by  Mr.  Everett  Thompson,  a  resi¬ 
dent  and  former  delegate  to  the  West 
Virginia  Legislature  from  Mingo  County, 
W.  Va.,  concerning  flood  problems  and 
flood  control  needs  in  the  Tug  Valley. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  quota¬ 
tions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

The  Tug  Valley  had  a  major  flood  in  1957 
and  in  1963,  and  we  were  saved  from  an¬ 
other  one  last  year  on  March  26  by  a  lull 
of  7  hours  in  the  rainfall  as  this  gave  time 
for  the  water  to  run  off,  and  this  prevented 
the  flood.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has 
recommended  the  Panther  Creek  Reservoir 
which  would  lower  our  flood  crest  by  a  half 
to  2  feet. 

We  feel  that,  with  the  construction  of  a 
spur  lipe  up  Peter  Creek  by  the  N.  &  W. 
Railroad  connecting  into  their  area  in 
Buchanan  County,  Va.,  that  the  cost-benefit 
ratio  for  Lower  Knox  Creek  would  be  favor¬ 
able  and,  with  this  in  mind,  we  have  asked 
for  a  meeting  with  railroad  officials  hoping 
that  something  can  be  worked  out  where 
this  can  be  accomplished. 

The  cost  of  constructing  a  railroad  Y  at  the 
mouth  of  Knox  Creek  would  tend  to  be  a  ma¬ 
jor  part  of  the  cost  involved  in  the  relocation 
of  the  Knox  Creek  railway  line.  This  Y 
would  span  Tug  River  at  an  elevation  of  150 
feet  above  the  stream  and  would  permit 
coal  to  be  hauled  in  either  direction,  east 
or  west.  If  the  Peter  Creek  line  of  the 
N.  &  W.  Railway  Co.  could  be  used  in  con¬ 
junction  with  a  connecting  link  into 
Buchanan  County,  Va.,  this  would  be  above 
the  maximum  pool  level  of  the  proposed 
Lower  Knox  Creek  Reservoir.  We  feel  a 
comparable  Y  could  be  constructed  at  the 
mouth  of  Peter  Creek  to  substitute  for  the  Y 
at  the  mouth  of  Knox  Creek.  The  Y  at  the 
mouth  of  Peter  Creek  would  be  at  a  lower 
elevation  over  the  river,  thus  at  a  great 
reduction  in  construction  cost. 

The  amount  and  grade  of  coal  which 
would  be  affected  has  been  stressed  to  some 
extent  by  the  opponents  of  the  proposed 
Lower  Knox  Creek  Reservoir;  however,  the 
amount  and  grade  of  the  coal  which  is  recov¬ 
erable  are  subjects  which  require  exhaustive 


professional  determination,  and,  at  this 
point  in  the  matter,  any  statements  made 
are  merely  self-serving  declarations. 

It  cannot  be  too  strongly  stressed  that  the 
lower  Knox  Creek  Dam,  if  constructed,  will 
be  a  benefit  to  the  entire  Tug  Valley  ex¬ 
tending  from  the  site  of  the  dam  to  Fort 
Gay,  W.  Va.,  and  the  Big  Sandy  Valley  from 
Fort  Gay  to  Kenova,  W.  Va.  All  of  the  re¬ 
marks  made  by  the  opposition  seemed  to  be 
limited  to  Williamson  and  Matewan  whereas 
it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  we  are  not 
dealing  merely  with  the  small  town  of  Mate¬ 
wan  and  the  not  too  much  larger  town  of 
Williamson,  both  in  West  Virginia.  There 
has  also  been  mention  made  of  the  Wil¬ 
liamson  floodwall. 

In  spite  of  the  existence  of  the  Williamson 
floodiwall,  when  there  is  high  water,  the  city 
of  Williamson  is  forced  to  expend  large  sums 
of  money  to  replace  and  renew  waterlines 
which  extend  from  the  West  Virginia  side 
and  the  city  of  Williamson’s  water  system  to 
the  residents  of  a  vast  area  of  Pike  County, 
Ky.,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  Appa¬ 
lachian  Regional  Hospital  located  in  South 
Williamson  and  in  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  through  various  agencies  thereof, 
has  invested  many  millions  of  dollars.  Since 
the  construction  of  the  Williamson  floodwall, 
Williamson  has  installed  and  put  into  opera¬ 
tion  a  sewage  disposal  and  treatment  system 
with  the  aid  and  assistance  of  more  than 
$600,000  in  Federal  funds,  and  this  system 
includes  sewage  service  furnished  to  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Hospital  Association, 
requiring  the  extension  of  sewerlines  to  serve 
South  Williamson  and  adjacent  housing  and 
pumping  stations  across  Tug  River  from 
West  Virginia  into  Kentucky.  These  lines 
will  be  washed  out  unless  some  additional 
measure  of  flood  protection,  over  and  above 
the  Panther  Creek  Dam,  is  provided.  The 
loss  to  Williamson  alone  by  almost  any 
amount  of  high  water  will  bring  untold  fi¬ 
nancial  hardships  on  the  municipality.  It 
must  be  borne  in  mind,  and  cannot  be  over¬ 
stressed,  that  the  Williamson  municipal  cor¬ 
poration  has  invested  in  its  water  and  sewage 
system  more  than  $2  million. 

A  comment  on  the  Williamson  floodwall, 
which  has  more  than  $850,000  in  Federal 
money  tied  up  in  steel  and  concrete  along  the 
bank  of  Tug  River  for  a  short  distance  of 
the  borderline  of  the  municipal  corporation, 
and  also  has  $185,000  in  municipal  funds 
tied  up  in  land  and  right-of-way,  making  a 
total  of  more  than  $1  million  in  Federal  and 
municipal  funds  in  a  floodwall  which  in  the 
1963  flood  did  not  provide  flood  protection 
for  the  small  section  of  Williamson  which  it 
was  supposed  to  serve.  The  floodwall  is  of  a 
cantilever  type  of  construction  and  if  the 
floodwaters  are  ever  permitted  to  get  behind 
the  wall,  as  they  threatened  to  do  in  1963, 
and  did  do  to  some  extent,  then  the  William¬ 
son  floodwall  is  completely  lost  and  all  of 
the  funds  invested  are  lost,  as  well  as  all  of 
the  property  it  is  intended  to  serve.  The 
construction  of  the  lower  Knox  Creek  Dam 
will  eliminate  all  of  these  possibilities.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  1963  flood,  the  Army  Engineers  hur¬ 
ried  to  Williamson  and  were  constantly  on 
hand  during  the  main  flooding  threat,  ob¬ 
serving  the  floodwall  in  every  detail,  and 
wringing  their  hands.  The  municipality  was 
informed  afterward  by  the  Engineers  that  the 
floodwall  could  not  be  raised,  and  this  is  a 
matter  of  record. 

In  view  of  the  above  remarks,  it  appears 
clear  to  the  people  of  the  Tug  Valley  that 
unless  the  Knox  Creek  Dam  is  constructed, 
there  will  be  no  flood  protection  whatever 
in  the  Tug  Valley  which  is  adequate. 

During  two  major  floodings,  in  a  period 
of  6  years,  traffic  using  the  Norfolk  &  West¬ 
ern  facilities  from  east  to  west  and  west 
to  east  was  entirely  halted  for  several  days 
because  of  major  flooding  in  the  N.  &  W. 
facilities,  including  the  yards  and  the  tunnel 
which  is  located  in  the  west  end  of  the 
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community.  Since  that  time,  the  N.  &  W. 
has  expanded  even  greater  and  their  traffic 
from  east  to  west  and  west  to  east,  using 
these  same  facilities,  has  increased  manifold, 
and  today  the  N.  &  W.  is  breaking  all  records 
in  coal  loadings  for  shipments  for  all  figures 
used  prior  to  this  date  are  now  obsolete. 

I  would  like  to  say  that  the  money  which 
is  used  in  construction  of  the  proposed  lower 
Knox  Creek  Reservoir  will  return  to  the 
Government  many  times  because  of  the  ad¬ 
ditional  industry  that  will  be  furnishing 
jobs  for  those  who  are  now  drawing  welfare, 
unemployment,  and  so  forth. 

The  question  of  water  supply  came  up 
this  morning.  I  would  just  like  for  the 
record  to  note  that  the  city  of  Williamson 
last  year  had  to  build  several  small  dams 
at  different  locations  in  Tug  River  before 
there  was  ample  water  for  the  citizens  of 
Williamson,  and  I  have  had  several  business¬ 
men  who  are  in  the  well-drilling  business 
tell  me  that  they  have  had  to  go  10  to  15 
feet  deeper  in  the  past  few  years  to  find 
water.  There  are  wells  that  never  went  dry 
before  that  will  no  longer  furnish  water  in 
the  dry  months  of  the  summer  and  autumn 
seasons. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  364 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  I 
offer  my  amendment  No.  364,  which  I 
send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  25, 
following  line  4,  change  the  period  to  a 
comma  and  add  the  following: 

Provided,  That  the  power  features  of  this 
project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  such 
time  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has 
completed  action  on  any  applications  that 
may  be  pending  before  that  agency  for  pri¬ 
vate  development  of  the  pumped-storage  fa¬ 
cility  of  the  project:  Provided  further,  That 
should  the  Federal  Power  Commission  act 
in  the  affirmative  on  any  pending  applica¬ 
tions,  the  authority  for  such  project  shall 
not  include  Federal  power  features  and  the 
estimated  cost  of  such  project  shall  be  $88,- 
402,000:  And  provided  further,  That  in  the 
event  the  Federal  Power  Commission  dis¬ 
misses  any  pending  applications.  Federal 
construction  of  such  pumped-storage  power 
facilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  approved. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  addressing  myself  very  briefly  to  the 
amendment,  I  wish,  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  com¬ 
mend  the  most  capable  chairman,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara]  for  his  consideration  of  the 
many  projects  incorporated  in  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill  for  rivers  and  harbors, 
flood  control,  and  multiple  purpose  uses. 

I  wish  also  to  commend  the  ranking 
Republican  member  of  the  committee, 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
and  all  other  members  of  the  committee, 
who  have  worked  diligently  during  the 
hearings,  and  who  listened  for  hours  to 
explanations  of  projects  and  considered 
the  pending  projects  in  close  detail.  In 
the  words  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  they  have  presented  to 
the  Senate  a  clean  bill.  I  understand  ex¬ 
actly  what  the  Senator  means  when  he  so 
designates  the  proposed  legislation. 

The  bill  has  been  gone  over  very  care¬ 
fully.  That  is  the  background  of  the 
amendment  which  I  now  have  offered  to 
the  Senate. 

In  West  Virginia  we  have  had  a  proj¬ 
ect  known  as  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  which  in  one  way  or  another 
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has  been  pending  for  30  years.  I  knew 
the  project  when  I  was  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  It  is  a  project  to  which 
there  have  been  from  time  to  time  vari¬ 
ous  types  of  vigorous  opposition. 

The  Rowlesburg  Reservoir  proposal  in 
S.  2300  is  the  culmination  of  studies  of 
the  Cheat  River  and  tributaries  in  West 
Virginia,  Maryland,  and  Pennsylvania 
dating  back  more  than  three  decades.  It 
is  a  project  which  has  been  locally  con¬ 
troversial,  but  nationally  necessary.  I 
speak  of  it  as  being  nationally  neces¬ 
sary  because  it  is  one  of  the  vital  im¬ 
poundments  proposed  in  the  Appalachian 
highlands  to  hold  back  floodwaters  and 
lessen  the  dangers  in  the  industrially  im¬ 
portant  Monogahela  and  Ohio  River  val¬ 
leys.  And  it  is  needed  equally  as  much 
to  provide  low  flow  augmentation  when 
summer  and  autumn  droughts  so  seri¬ 
ously  affect  both  the  Monongahela  and 
the  Ohio.  Also  of  vital  importance  in 
the  Rowlesburg  Reservoir  proposal  are 
the  water  quality  control  and  recreation 
benefits,  and  the  pumped-storage  capac¬ 
ity  to  enhance  the  power  potential. 

There  has  been  opposition  over  the 
|  years  in  the  impoundment  area,  as  we 
must  naturally  expect  in  projects  of  this 
nature.  There  has  been  some  opposition 
from  conservation  forces  usually  heard 
against  high  dams.  And  there  has  been 
opposition  to  development  of  the  hydro¬ 
electric  potential.  But  these  classes  of 
opposition  have  largely  disappeared,  with 
the  contesting  forces  being  almost  ex¬ 
clusively  those  of  the  impoundment  area. 

Wildlife  and  conservation  objection 
largely  gave  way  to  the  concept  that  the 
reservoir  is  vitally  needed  as  a  part  of 
the  national  system  of  water  resource 
facilities. 

The  former  antihydroelectric  opposi¬ 
tion  has  disappeared  as  the  technology  of 
power  generation  and  the  markets  for 
power  have  changed  in  the  region.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  investor-owned  util¬ 
ities  and  coal  interests  now  look  with 
favor  on  a  Rowlesburg  Reservoir.  The 
electric  company  serving  the  area  has 
made  application  to  the  Federal  Power 
)  Commission  for  a  license  to  construct 
and  operate  the  pumped-storage  power 
facilities  of  the  project. 

We  overlooked  this  factor  in  commit¬ 
tee  when  we  recommended  that  the 
Rowlesburg  Reservoir  be  authorized  at 
the  full  estimated  cost  of  $133  million 
plus,  including  Government  power  devel¬ 
opment. 

Inasmuch  as  the  Monongahela  Power 
application  is  pending  before  the  FPC, 
the  administration  has  expressed  a  view 
that  I  share — and  which  I  believe  the 
chairman  of  our  committee  and  other  col¬ 
leagues  of  the  committee  likewise 
share — that  in  authorizing  the  Rowles¬ 
burg  project  at  this  time  we  should  re¬ 
strict  the  construction  of  the  power 
features  until  such  time  as  action  is 
taken  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

This  is  the  purpose  of  the  amendment, 
but  we  have  made  it  broad  enough  to — 

First.  Provide  that  the  power  features 
of  the  project  shall  not  be  undei'taken 
until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  has  completed  action  on  any 
applications  that  may  be  pending  before 
that  agency  for  private  development  of 


the  pumped-storage  facility  of  the 
project. 

Second.  Provide  further  that,  should 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  act  in  the 
affirmative  on  any  pending  applications, 
the  authority  for  such  project  shall  not 
include  Federal  power  features  and  the 
estimated  cost  of  the  project  shall  be  re¬ 
duced  to  $88,402,000  from  the  $133  million 
figure  in  the  bill. 

Third.  Provide  further,  however,  that 
in  the  event  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  dismisses  any  pending  application, 
Fedral  construction  of  such  pumped- 
storage  power  facilities  would  be  auth¬ 
orized  and  approved. 

We  should  not  prohibit  in  this  bill  the 
processing  of  any  application  for  a 
license  pending  before  the  Federal  Power 
Commission.  I  will  state  candidly  to  my 
colleagues  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
expedited  the  clearance  of  this  project 
to  the  Congress  with  the  understanding 
and  the  strong  recommendation  that 
there  be  the  restrictions  on  construction 
of  the  power  features  as  proposed  in  my 
amendment.  I  also  want  the  Record  to 
reflect  the  constant  support  and  effective 
assistance  which  my  colleagues,  Senator 
Robert  Byrd  and  Representative  Harley 
Staggers,  have  given  in  bringing  this 
project  to  its  present  stage  of  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

I  feel  that  all  rights  and  interests,  in¬ 
cluding  that  of  the  Government,  are 
properly  and  adequately  protected  by  the 
amendment  numbered  364  as  printed 
and  called  up  by  me.  For  the  reasons 
given,  I  hope  my  amendment  will  prevail. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  has  no  objection  to  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  this  amendment  in  the  bill  per¬ 
mitting  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
to  consider  applications  for  private  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  pump-storage  power  at 
the  Rowlesburg  Dam  since  an  application 
for  a  license  is  now  pending  before  that 
agency.  However,  it  should  be  clearly 
understood  that  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  would  be  expected  to  carefully 
analyze  the  situation  as  to  whether  it  is 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  country  to 
allow  private  interests  to  develop  this 
site  or  whether  it  should  be  a  Federal 
development. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  am  in  full  accord 
with  the  observation  of  our  chairman. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  With  that  under¬ 
standing,  unless  there  is  some  objection 
on  the  part  of  the  minority,  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  assure 
the  Senate  that  the  amendment  would 
not  give  any  direction  to  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  as  to  whether  or  not 
there  should  be  public  or  private  power 
in  that  area. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  There  is  no  such 
direction  in  the  amendment,  and  there 
was  no  such  intended  direction  or  im¬ 
plication  by  the  Senator  from  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  I  assure  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Montana,  as  I  have  assured  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  that  there  is  in  nowise  an  attempt 
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to  direct  or  coerce  a  decision  in  that 
respect. 

Mr.  METCALF.  The  proposal  is 
merely  an  attempt  to  maintain  the  status 
quo  in  order  that  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  can  be  fully  free  to  arrive  at 
a  decision  at  its  own  discretion. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  That  is  entirely 
correct. 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  have  no  further  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Montana.  I  move  the  adoption  of 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  362 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  call  up  my  amendment  No. 
362  and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

In  the  proper  place  immediately  preceding 
the  section  entitled  “Rahway  River  Basin, 
New  Jersey,”  add  the  following: 

"ELIZABETH  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  the  Elizabeth  River,  New  Jersey,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  susbtantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
—  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $9,769,000.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  had  not 
submitted  a  full  report  on  the  Elizabeth 
River  flood  control  project  at  the  time 
of  the  hearings.  Also,  not  all  the  other 
departments  concerned  had  reported  on 
the  project  at  the  time  of  the  executive 
session  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  Since  then,  all  the  affected  de¬ 
partments  have  reported  on  this  flood 
control  project,  so  desperately  needed  on 
the  Elizabeth  River,  and  their  reports 
are  favorable. 

The  project  has  been  cleared  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  the  Public 
Health  Service  of  New  Jersey,  and  the 
New  Jersey  Department  of  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Economic  Development. 

The  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee,  who  has  done  magnificent 
work  on  this  highly  complex  bill,  is  fa¬ 
miliar  with  the  project  and,  I  believe 
understands  the  need  as  expressed  by 
the  various  departments  and  as  I  know 
it  intimately,  of  course,  because  the  proj¬ 
ect  is  in  my  State. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  the 
committee  has  no  objection  to  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  this  project  in  the  bill.  It 
has  been  favorably  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers;  and  all  the  Federal 
agencies,  including  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  have  recommended  it.  The 
project  is  necessary  to  prevent  hurricane 
flooding  in  the  highly  developed  Eliza¬ 
beth  River  basin  and  has  a  favorable 
benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.3. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
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ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Williams.] 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  Mr. 
President,  I  join  other  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  in  compli¬ 
menting  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  McNamara],  and  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  committee,  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ken¬ 
tucky  [Mr.  Cooper].  I  have  the  pleas¬ 
ure  of  serving  on  this  committee.  I 
know  of  the  time  that  these  two  distin¬ 
guished  Senators  have  devoted  to  the 
public  works  bill.  What  I  say  of  them 
is  true  also  of  the  other  members  of  the 
committee. 

I  also  compliment  the  entire  staff  of 
the  committee,  because  they  have  done 
a  vast  amount  of  work  in  preparing  the 
bill  for  the  Senate.  Many  hours  of 
work  have  gone  into  its  completion. 
As  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  said, 
4  months  of  work  have  gone  into  the 
preparation  of  the  bill,  and  it  is  a  good, 
clean  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  offer  an  amendment 
to  authorize  a  project  that  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
since  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
acted  on  the  omnibus  bill. 

The  project  involves  the  deepening  of 
the  Cape  Fear  River  Channel  above  Wil¬ 
mington,  N.C.,  between  Wilmington  and 
Acme,  N.C.  The  total  cost  of  the 
project  to  the  United  States  for  con¬ 
struction  dredging  is  $1,510,000.  The 
project  has  an  estimated  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  1.7  to  1. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  been  re¬ 
viewing  this  project  for  the  past  4  years. 
It  is  one  which  all  interested  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government  and  State  and 
local  governments  have  approved.  I 
sincerely  hope  the  Senate  will  approve 
the  project  as  an  amendment  to  the 
pending  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  following  line  10,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,510,000;”. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  is  agreeable  to  the  commit¬ 
tee.  It  has  a  favorable  benefit-cost  ratio 
of  1.7  and  has  been  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  approved  by  all 
interested  Federal  and  State  agencies,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  The 
project  will  improve  navigation  condi¬ 
tions  on  the  Cape  Fear  River. 

There  being  no  objection  to  the 
amendment  by  any  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  move  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Jordan]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 


On  page  6,  following  line  7,  insert  the 
following: 

“Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,000,000;”. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  before  I 
make  a  brief  statement  on  the  amend¬ 
ment,  I  wish  to  make  a  few  personal 
comments.  I  know  that  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  never  likes  to  hear  com¬ 
pliments.  I  sometimes  think  that  were 
one  to  compliment  the  Senator  from 
Michigan,  he  might  be  a  little  suspicious. 
Nevertheless,  the  people  of  Michigan, 
who  sent  him  here,  are  deserving  of  the 
respect  that  I  pay  to  them  through  my 
comments  on  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan.  I  have  worked  closely  with  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  on  other  com¬ 
mittees  and  have  found  him  to  be  a 
delightful  colleague. 

I  thank  him  for  his  fairness,  his  thor¬ 
oughness,  and  his  keen  foresight  in 
regard  to  the  facts  that  involve  prob¬ 
lems  such  as  the  one  raised  by  my 
amendment. 

I  thank  him  sincerely  for  the  leader¬ 
ship  he  has  given  in  bringing  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  what  the  ranking  minority  member 
of  the  committee,  the  distinguished  sen¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper] 
referred  to  as  a  clean  public  works  bill. 
The  Senator  from  Kentucky  and  I  have 
worked  together  in  the  Senate  for  more 
years  than  we  sometimes  like  to  admit — 
and  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle.  I  served 
with  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  for 
many  years  on  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare;  in  fact,  we  served 
together  as  members  of  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Education  and  also  on  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Railroad  Retirement.  So  I 
know  whereof  I  speak  when  I  say  that 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky,  as  is  also 
true  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan,  asks 
only  one  question,  “What  are  the  facts, 
and  what  can  you  say  in  support  of  the 
facts?” 

On  the  basis  of  that  premise,  I  urge 
the  acceptance  of  my  amendment.  I 
spoke  with  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  about 
the  amendment  prior  to  the  reporting  of 
the  bill  to  the  Senate.  We  had  been 
waiting  for  some  time  to  receive  a  report 
and  the  final  papers  from  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  They  were  received  after  the 
bill  had  been  reported  to  the  Senate. 

The  amendment  is  in  proper  form.  It 
relates  to  a  jetty  at  Tillamook,  Ore.  The 
report  of  the  Army  Engineers  shows  how 
essential  it  is  to  eliminate  the  great  an¬ 
nual  waste  and  loss  suffered  by  property 
owners  in  that  area  each  year. 

I  offer  the  amendment  on  its  merits. 
The  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  committee  are  familiar 
with  the  merits. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  on  this  project  is  agreeable  to 
the  committee.  The  project  has  a  favor¬ 
able  benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.3.  It  has  been 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  approved  by  all  interested  Federal 
and  State  agencies,  including  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  The  project  will  improve 
navigation  conditions  at  Tillamook  Bay. 
Therefore,  I  move  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

amendment  will  be  started. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

On  page  23,  line  9,  strike  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “:  Provided,  That  such  portion  of 
the  project  as  relates  to  the  area  above  the 
city  limits  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  be  compatible 
with  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  plan  and 
also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the  upper  basin 
of  the  Big  Sioux  River,  both  to  be  approved 
by  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota.” 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  my  amendment  is  to  solve  a  prob¬ 
lem  that  exists  in  my  State  of  Iowa,  and 
more  particularly  in  the  State  conserva¬ 
tion  commission  of  Iowa,  with  regard  to 
the  project  in  the  Big  Sioux  River.  The 
difficulty  is  outlined  in  the  committee 
report. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  report  on  page  147 
be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal 
agencies : 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Does  not  concur  in  fish  and 
wildlife  mitigation  plan.  Have  expressed  the 
view  that  the  report  should  be  delayed  pend¬ 
ing  results  of  authorized  study  of  upstream 
reservoirs.  It  is  the  view  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  that  the  proposed  project  will  be 
compatible  with,  and  enhanced  by,  any 
future  flood  control  plan  that  might  be  de¬ 
veloped  for  the  upper  basin,  and  will  not  be¬ 
come  redundant  as  a  result  of  any  upstream 
reservoirs  that  may  later  be  authorized  and 
built.  It  is  his  further  view  that  this  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  not  bar  consideration  of 
other  projects  which  may  be  developed  in 
the  basin  in  the  future.  He  therefore  rec¬ 
ommends  authorization  of  the  project  with¬ 
out  further  delay.  If  the  project  is  author¬ 
ized,  the  corps  will  continue  coordination 
with  concerned  interests  during  advanced 
planning  with  a  view  to  developing  a  mutu¬ 
ally  agreeable  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation 
plan. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget: 
No  objection. 

Remarks:  The  committee  notes  that  the 
State  of  South  Dakota  favors  the  project. 
Also,  that  a  preponderance  of  affected  local 
interests  in  the  area  to  be  protected  favor 
the  project,  but  the  State  of  Iowa  does  not 
concur  completely  in  the  plan.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  the  project  is  a  worthy  under¬ 
taking,  but  that  in  its  planning  and  design 
phases  continued  effort  should  be  made  to 
develop  a  project  mutually  agreeable,  insofar 
as  possible,  to  all  concerned. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
a  letter  from  the  Governor  of  Iowa,  the 
Hon.  Harold  E.  Hughes,  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  This  letter  indicates 
that  he  is  not  objecting  to  a  portion  of 
the  project,  but  is  objecting  to  another 
portion  of  the  project. 

My  amendment  would  permit  the  first 
portion  of  the  project  to  proceed  as 
planned,  and  would  make  the  start  on 
the  second  portion  of  the  project  con- 
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tingent  upon  the  States  of  Iowa  and 
South  Dakota  agreeing  to  the  fish  and 
wildlife  conservation  plan  and  the  upper 
flood  control  basin  plan. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  letter  to  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  from  the  Governor  of  Iowa  un¬ 
der  date  of  April  13,  1965,  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

April  13,  1966. 

Hon.  Pat  McNamara, 

U.S.  Senator  Chairman,  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  'New  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara:  In  view  of  the 
great  national  concern  for  the  conservation 
of  our  natural  resources,  promotion  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  outdoor  recreation  and  the 
mounting  emphasis  toward  sound  integrated 
resource  planning,  I,  as  Governor  of  Iowa, 
wish  to  be  officially  on  record  as  opposing  the 
straightening  of  the  Big  Sioux  River  from 
Akron  to  Sioux  City,  as  proposed  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

As  an  alternative,  I  urge  that  this  sub¬ 
committee  consider  favorably  a  program 
which  is  more  consistent  with  modem  con¬ 
cepts  of  conservation.  This  would  involve 
complete  watershed  development  for  the  Big 
Sioux  River  Basin,  including  main  stream 
impoundments,  subimpoundments,  and  rec¬ 
lamation  of  drained  marshes,  plus  other 
sound  practices  involved  in  water  and  soil 
conservation.  By  such  a  program,  a  broad 
cross-section  of  our  taxpayers  would  benefit 
from  the  expenditure  of  public  funds. 

I  support  the  proposed  channel  improve¬ 
ment  within  the  city  limits  of  Sioux  City, 
but  I  strongly  urge  that  the  channel 
straightening  project  as  proposed  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  Akron  to  Sioux 
City  reach  of  the  Big  Sioux  be  rejected. 

Your  consideration  of  this  letter  will  be 
deeply  appreciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Harold  E.  Hughes, 

Governor. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  State 
conservation  commissioner  of  Iowa  has 
indicated  in  a  letter  under  date  of  April 
9, 1965,  that  he  is  opposed  to  the  particu¬ 
lar  portion  of  the  project  to  which  I  have 
referred. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  that  letter  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

April  9,  1965. 

Iowa  Conservation  Commission's  Objec¬ 
tions  To  Straightening  the  Big  Sioux 

River 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 

Chairman,  Public  Works  Committee,  New 
Senate  office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

The  State  Conservation  Commission  of 
Iowa  hereby  objects  to  the  straightening  of 
the  Big  Sioux  River  between  the  town  of 
Akron  and  Sioux  City,  as  proposed  by  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers.  This  objec¬ 
tion  is  based  upon  detrimental  effects  that 
would  accrue  to  the  fisheries,  wildlife  and 
associated  recreational  values  of  this  river. 

The  State  law  that  provided  for  a  conserva¬ 
tion  commission  sets  out  the  following  gen¬ 
eral  duty,  “It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  com¬ 
mission  to  protect.  Increase,  preserve  the  fish, 
game,  fur-bearing  animals  and  protect  birds 
of  the  State.”  Also,  "Matters  relating  to 
-  State  waters,  State  parks,  forest  and  forestry, 
and  lakes  and  streams,  including  matters  re¬ 
lated  to  scenic,  scientific,  historical,  archeo¬ 
logical,  and  recreational  matters.” 


All  wild  game  and  fish  are  the  property  of 
the  State  and  every  citizen  has  his  share  of 
ownership.  The  above  law  is  a  mandate  to 
the  conservation  commission  to  protect  and 
preserve  fish  and  game  and  to  insure  that 
all  streams  are  considered  in  their  scenic  and 
recreational  uses  for  all  the  people  of  Iowa. 

Numerous  examples  of  the  catastrophic 
biological  effects  of  stream  straightening  on 
fish  and  game  may  be  cited.  Portions  of 
the  Little  Sioux,  Skunk,  Upper  Iowa,  Des 
Moines.  Nishnabotna,  Nodaway,  and  many 
other  rivers  have  been  virtually  ruined  from 
the  standpoint  of  fishing  and  hunting  and 
other  outdoor  recreation  by  virtue  of 
straightening.  The  elimination  of  river 
bends  or  oxbows  from  the  flowage  eliminates 
environmental  conditions  conducive  to  wel¬ 
fare  of  fishes  and  game  that  are  endemic  to 
the  stream  basin.  Esthetic  values  associated 
with  a  meandering-type  stream  are  lost  by 
straightening  and  channelization. 

It  is  most  difficult  to  ascribe  economic 
values  to  wildlife,  fisheries,  and  recreation. 
Intangibles  are  involved  which  transcend 
cash  money  evaluations,  but  are  recognized 
as  true  values  nevertheless.  Minimal  figures 
have  therefore  been  ascribed  to  the  annual 
fish,  game,  and  water  losses  involved  in  this 
project,  if  completed.  Calculated  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


Deer: _  $612.  00 

Raccoon _  109.  76 

Beaver _  547.  26 

Squirrel _ ,  661.50 

Cottontails _  423.  00 

Pheasants _  150.  00 

Mink _  93.  42 

Muskrats _  894.  87 

Canada  geese _  250.  00 

Blue  and  snow  geese _  500.  00 

Ducks _  3,000.00 

Fish . . . .  23,000.00 

Water  surface  area _  24,  000.  00 


Annual  loss _  54,  241.  00 


The  60-year  amortization  figure  used  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers — appendix  n,  page 
6 — in  “The  Review  Report  on  Flood  Control 
for  Big  Sioux  River  and  Tributaries  Iowa 
and  South  Dakota,  Reports  and  Appendixes, 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  Omaha,  Nebr., 
October  1960,”  may  be  used  to  indicate  the 
magnitude  of  recreational  loss  in  the  same 
period.  Multiplying  the  annual  loss  of  $54,- 
241.00  by  50,  we  have  $2,612,090.  The  loss 
of  wildlife  habitat  caused  by  the  probable 
clearing  of  timber,  shrubs,  and  forbs,  cal¬ 
culated  at  $100  per  acre  for  the  5,647  acres 
Involved  in  this  stretch  of  river  means  an 
additional  loss  of  $564,700.  This  amount 
added  to  the  accrued  deficits  gives  a  total  of 
$3,176,790  as  the  total  of  these  values  alone 
for  a  50-year  period.  It  does  not  include 
esthetic  recreational  intangibles  such  as 
picknicking,  nature  hikes,  bird  watching,  and 
other  values  inherent  in  a  natural  meander¬ 
ing  stream  as  compared  to  the  practically 
negligible  values  of  a  straight  ditch. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  Iowa  Conserva¬ 
tion  Commission;  South  Dakota  Game,  Fish, 
and  Parks  Department;  National,  State,  and 
local  chapters  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League 
of  America;  National  Wildlife  Federation  and 
its  local  affiliates;  plus  the  International  As¬ 
sociation  of  Game,  Fish,  and  Conservation 
Commissioners  that  the  straightening  of 
streams  as  a  means  of  flood  control  is  not 
compatible  with  modem  concepts  of  good 
resource  management.  All  agree  that  water¬ 
shed  controls  including  impoundments  and 
subimpoundments  on  the  main  stem  and 
tributaries  in  the  watershed,  plus  other  rec¬ 
ognized  water  and  soil  conservation  practices 
constitutes  more  effective  control  of  floods. 
It  also  retains  and  enhances  the  fisheries, 
wildlife,  and  recreational  features  endemic 
to  the  river  basin.  Iowa  has  many  hundreds 
of  miles  of  straightened  rivers  which  provide 
practically  no  outdoor  recreation.  The  elimi¬ 


nation  of  fish  and  game  habitat  automat¬ 
ically  degrades  the  environment  for  these 
animals  and  at  the  same  time  abolishes  the 
scenic  attraction  for  those  in  search  of  out¬ 
door  recreation. 

The  State  Conservation  Commission  of 
Iowa  recognizes  that  flood  control  is  needed 
by  the  farmers  in  the  lower  flood  plain  of 
the  Big  Sioux;  however,  it  is  the  contention 
of  this  body  that  the  mitigation  of  floods  by 
channel  straightening  is  inimicable  to  mod¬ 
ern  concepts  of  conservation  of  natural  re¬ 
sources.  The  long-range  planning  for  the 
Nation’s  needs  of  soil,  water,  and  recreation 
must  include  the  saving  of  water,  soil,  and 
recreational  areas.  Our  Nation’s  leading 
ecologists  have  warned  repeatedly  of  the 
dangers  to  our  civilization,  if  we  continue 
the  abues  of  natural  resources.  The  plunder¬ 
ing  of  soils,  waters,  and  recreational  areas  by 
river  straightening  to  benefit  a  few  individ¬ 
uals  at  public  expense  is  inconsistent  with 
and  in  diametric  opposition  to  these  postu¬ 
lates. 

In  conclusion  we  respectfully  call  your 
attention  to  several  other  factors  which  seem 
germane  to  any  decision  concerning  this 
project: 

1.  The  Big  Sioux  River  is  a  meandered 
stream  and  therefore  the  property  of  the 
State  of  Iowa  from  midchannel  to  the  left 
bank  (Iowa  side). 

2.  The  Big  Sioux  River  constitutes  the 
boundary  between  Iowa  and  South  Dakota 
(act  of  Congress,  August  4,  1846,  and  con¬ 
stitution  of  Iowa). 

3.  The  proposed  channel  change  would 
place  1,610  acres  of  Iowa  land  in  South  Da¬ 
kota  and  760  acres  of  South  Dakota  land  in 
Iowa.  This  represents  a  850-acre  loss  of  Iowa 
land  to  the  State  of  South  Dakota  unless  our 
Constitution  is  amended.  The  boundary  of 
Iowa  can  be  enlarged  by  an  act  of  Congress 
and  the  general  assembly.  There  is  no  provi¬ 
sion  for  reducing  it.  The  corps  proposes  to  do 
the  work  first  and  obtain  approval  by  these 
bodies  afterward  (p.  32,  1960  report). 

4.  Using  the  corps  figures  (Appendix  III — 
23,  1960  report)  the  costs  exceed  the  value 
of  the  benefited  lands  (34,000  acres  at  $200  = 
$6,800,000) . 

5.  In  calculating  the  cost-benefit  ratio  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  did  not  include  any  miti¬ 
gation  for  losses  to  fisheries,  wildlife,  or  rec¬ 
reation.  If  these  annual  losses  cited  pre¬ 
viously  in  this  report  were  included,  the  cost- 
benefit  ratio  would  be  less  than  1:1  or  1:0.93 
(corps  calculations,  p.  28,  1960  report) .  This 
does  not  include  the  cost  of  the  loss  of  wild¬ 
life  habitat  worth  over  a  half  million  dollars. 
Thus  the  costs  far  exceed  the  benefits. 

Finally,  the  State  Conservation  Commis¬ 
sion  urges  this  subcommittee  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  look  with  favor  upon  the  plan  very 
recently  drafted  by  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Soil  Conservation  Service,  for  a 
comprehensive  Big  Sioux  River  Basin  study 
in  South  Dakota,  Minnesota,  and  Iowa.  This 
proposed  study  is  designed  to  develop  a  water 
resources  management  plan  for  the  Big  Sioux 
River  Basin.  It  involves  coordinating  ar¬ 
rangements  with  the  Department  of  the  Army 
(Corps  of  Engineers),  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  Department  of  Interior,  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce,  Department  of  Labor, 
plus  21  State  agencies  from  South  Dakota, 
Minnesota,  and  Iowa.  These  agencies  would 
serve  in  a  sponsoring  position  and  assume 
the  leadership  for  coordination,  development, 
and  activation  of  an  integrated  program  to 
appraise,  conserve,  and  efficiently  utilize  the 
Big  Sioux  Basin’s  water  and  related  land 
resources  to  meet  all  long-term  needs.  With 
such  a  program,  a  broad  spectrum  of  our  tax¬ 
payers  would  benefit  from  the  expenditure  of 
public  funds. 

For  the  Director: 

E.  T.  Rose, 

Chief,  Fish  and  Game  Division, 

Iowa  Conservation  Commission. 
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Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
letter  from  the  Department  of  the  Army 
under  date  of  July  26,  1965,  indicating 
that  extensive  discussions  and  inquiries 
among  several  members  of  his  staff  have 
failed  to  disclose  any  instance  of  con¬ 
gressional  authorization  of  any  civil 
works  project  in  the  face  of  disapproval 
by  the  Governor  of  an  affected  State. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  let¬ 
ter  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  the  Army, 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 

Washington,  D.C.,  July  26,  1965. 
Hon.  Jack  Miller, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Miller:  I  have  your  recent 
Inquiry  as  to  whether  or  not  the  Congress 
has  authorized  a  flood  control  project  which 
has  been  disapproved  by  the  Governor  of  an 
affected  State. 

As  discussed  in  a  telephone  conversation 
between  representatives  of  our  respective 
offices,  a  conclusive  negative  would  require 
research  over  a  considerable  period  of  time. 
However,  extensive  discussions  and  inquiries 
among  several  members  of  my  staff  have 
failed  to  disclose  any  instance  of  congres¬ 
sional  authorization  of  any  civil  works  proj¬ 
ect  in  the  face  of  disapproval  by  the  Governor 
of  an  affected  State. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Jackson  Graham, 

Major  General,  U.S.  Army, 

Director  of  Civil  Works. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  would  be  to  let  the  program 
go  forward. 

I  am  satisfied  that,  if  the  bill  is  passed 
with  my  amendment  contained  therein, 
the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota 
will  devise  a  plan  that  will  be  mutually 
acceptable  to  them  with  respect  to  the 
present  disputed  portions. 

I  hope  that  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  see  fit  to  accept  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  un¬ 
less  there  is  objection  to  the  amendment, 
the  chairman  has  no  objection.  If  the 
author  of  the  amendment  wishes  to  move 
that  the  amendment  be  agreed  to,  I  shall 
not  object. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
be  not  read  but  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

On  page  35,  between  lines  12  and  13,  insert 
a  new  section  as  follows : 

"Sec.  208.  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  Act  any  authorization  of 
any  project  pursuant  to  such  provisions  shall 
not  be  effective  if  the  benefit-cost  ratio  of 
such  project  contained  in  the  report  on  such 
project  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  less 
than  1.51." 


On  page  36,  line  13,  strike  out  “Sec.  208” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  209". 

WASTE  IN  FEDERAL  PUBLIC  WORKS  PROJECTS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  the 
purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to  remove 
from  the  public  works  bill  now  under 
consideration  projects  which  are  not 
economically  justified.  The  amendment 
would  cut  $845  million  out  o’  the  bill. 
Although  many  projects  in  the  bill  are 
worthwhile  ones  which  would  pay  back 
the  public  investment  put  into  them, 
there  are  other  projects  in  the  bill  which 
are  not  worthwhile.  These  wasteful  proj¬ 
ects  should  be  eliminated. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  I  have  spoken 
in  this  Chamber  on  the  subject  of  the 
benefits  and  costs  involved  in  public 
works  projects.  On  August  9,  1962,  I 
urged  implementation  of  realistic  con¬ 
gressional  standards  for  evaluating  pro¬ 
posed  Federal  projects.  On  December 
24,  1963,  I  discussed  the  work  of  Prof. 
Robert  Haveman,  the  highly  respected 
economist  who  had  just  completed  a 
lengthy  study  of  economic  efficiency  in 
postwar  programs  carried  out  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  I  had  printed,  for 
the  consideration  of  other  Senators,  an 
article  by  Professor  Haveman  analyzing 
deficiencies  in  the  current  methods  of  de¬ 
termining  benefit-cost  ratios.  On  June 
19,  1963,  I  introduced  a  resolution  which 
would  have  been  a  first  step  toward  real¬ 
istic  standards  ->nd  which  would  have 
made  the  executive  branch  aware  of  the 
Senate’s  insistence  that  realistic  stand¬ 
ards  be  applied  so  that  the  taxpayer 
would  know  just  what  he  is  being  asked 
to  pay  for. 

At  the  heart  of  all  discussion  on  the 
worth  of  Federal  projects  is  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio.  It  is,  at  first  glance,  a  very 
simple  thing.  It  is  obtained  by  adding 
up  the  monetary  value  of  all  benefits  and 
of  all  costs  which  will  be  connected  with 
a  given  project.  Annual  benefits  and 
annual  costs  are  obtained  by  dividing  by 
the  number  of  years  the  project  will  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  economy.  The  actual 
benefit-cost  ratio  is  then  obtained  by 
dividing  annual  costs  or  charges  into  an¬ 
nual  benefits.  If  costs  and  benefits  are 
equal,  the  ratio  is  one,  or  unity  If  bene¬ 
fits  exceed  costs,  the  ratio  is  greater  than 
unity.  If  benefits  are  less  than  costs,  the 
ratio  is  less  than  unity. 

The  important  thing,  however,  is  that 
every  cost  and  every  benefit  used  in  ar¬ 
riving  at  the  ratir  be  accurate  and  jus¬ 
tifiable.  It  is  a  regrettable  fact  that 
at  the  present  time  a  number  of  spurious 
benefits  are  often  used  in  arriving  at  the 
benefit-cost  ratio.  It  is  also  a  fact  that 
costs  are  often  computed  at  an  unrealis¬ 
tically  low  level. 

Two  major  elements  in  determining 
costs  of  long-term  investment,  as  any 
homeowner  knows,  are  interest  rates 
and  the  length  of  time  allowed  for  re¬ 
payment.  Previously  I  have  pointed  out 
that  it  would  be  utopian  for  a  private 
citizen  to  expect  to  pay  for  his  house 
at  an  interest  rate  of  2*4  or  3  percent 
and  to  have  as  long  as  100  years  to  pay. 
Yet,  these  are  the  assumptions  which 
form  the  basis  for  estimating  costs  of 
investment  in  many  Federal  projects. 
All  this  amounts  to  gross  deception. 
Costs  of  Federal  projects  appear  far 


lower  than  they  really  are.  If  anyone 
wonders  who  loses,  it  is  that  forgotten 
person,  the  American  taxpayer. 

To  give  credit  where  credit  is  due,  cur¬ 
rent  executive  branch  policy  is  to  use  as 
the  interest  rate  for  Federal  projects  the 
average  rate  of  interest  payable  on  in¬ 
terest-bearing  marketable  securities  of 
the  United  States  having  terms  of  ma¬ 
turity  of  at  least  15  years.  Right  now 
this  rate  is  3  Vs  percent.  This  policy, 
however,  has  not  yet  trickled  down  to 
affect  cost  computations  of  projects  now 
coming  to  Congress  for  approval.  Inter¬ 
est  rates  for  most  projects  in  the  present 
bill  are  set  at  3  percent — although  some 
projects  have  rates  as  low  as  2V2  percent. 
And  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Federal 
Government  is  now  borrowing  at  more 
than  4  percent,  why  should  not  at  least 
4  percent  be  the  discount  rate?  The 
answer,  Mr.  President,  is  that  at  4  per¬ 
cent  many  of  these  projects  would  be 
lost.  It  would  be  proved  that  the  costs 
would  be  greater  than  the  benefits. 

The  effect  of  this  unreasonably  low 
interest  rate  is  to  make  many  unreason¬ 
able  projects  appear  reasonable.  My 
amendment  would  eliminate  most,  if  not 
all,  of  such  projects. 

Turning  to  the  benefit  side  of  the 
benefit-cost  ratio,  it  becomes  apparent 
that  several  categories  of  benefits  now 
included  are  spurious.  Congressional 
policy  on  this  score  has  become  more 
lax  in  the  last  decade.  In  1951,  a  House 
Appropriations  subcommittee,  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Deficiencies  and  Army 
Civil  Functions,  reported  to  the  House 
Appropriations  Committee  about  a  pro¬ 
posed  Corps  of  Engineers  project  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

It  was  evident  to  Congress  from  this  report 
that  the  project  could  not  be  justified  by 
the  statutory  criterion,  a  favorable  benefit- 
cost  ratio,  unless  intangible  and  arbitrary 
values  such  as  national  defense  ($600,000), 
enhancement  of  local  land  values  ($275,000) , 
and  recreation  ($100,000),  were  included  In 
the  ratio.  In  congressional  hearings  and 
debates.  Senators  and  Congressmen  objected 
to  these  intangibles,  and  they  have  been 
dropped  in  subsequent  consideration  of  the 
project. 

The  proposed  project  happened  to  be 
the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway,  a 
project  which  has  by  no  means  been  laid 
to  rest  even  now.  In  1947,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  had  reported  a  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  1.13,  in  other  words,  annual 
benefits  were  said  to  be  1.13  times  greater 
than  annual  costs.  The  House  sub¬ 
committee  found,  once  the  items  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  paragraph  had  been 
eliminated,  that  the  actual  ratio  was 
only  0.27.  In  other  words,  benefits  were 
actually  only  27  percent  or  less  than 
one-third  of  costs.  Phony  benefit  items 
made  the  difference  between  fiction  and 
reality. 

Mr.  President,  fiction  is  still  with  us 
today.  Land  enhancement  benefits  and 
recreation  benefits,  neither  of  which 
provide  monetary  returns  to  the  econ¬ 
omy,  appear  in  profusion  in  the  report 
accompanying  the  present  bill.  The 
land  enhancement  benefit  item  is  espe¬ 
cially  vulnerable.  Those  economists, 
such  as  Professor  Haveman,  who  have 
studied  the  matter  are  unanimous  in 
stating  that  increased  appraised  values 
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are  “paid  for"  by  project  confitruction 
costs  they  do  not  enter  the  economy  u « 
a  Kcparate  benefit.  Furthermore,  In 
cases  where  lurid  enhancement  benefit/* 
are  claimed  to  re«ult  from  transporta- 
tlon  Improvement!),  there  are  correspond¬ 
ing  reductions  In  land  values  In  the 
places  from  which  the  traffic  Is  diverted. 
In  such  cases,  reduction  In  one  place 
cancels  out  benefits  In  another. 

No  less  than  10  projects  In  the  present 
bill  have  land  enhancement  benefits 
claimed  as  part  of  their  Justification.  In 
most  cases,  the  benefit  claimed  Is  small, 
for  example  1  percent  of  benefits  claimed 
for  Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington;  2  per¬ 
cent  of  benefits  claimed  for  Kawalhae 
Harbor  In  Hawaii;  and  2  percent  of  bene¬ 
fits  claimed  for  the  Maumee  River  Basin 
project  In  Ohio. 

In  a  few  cases,  however,  the  land 
enhancement  benefit  claimed  Is  ex¬ 
tremely  large.  Two  flood  control  projects 
In  California,  the  Eel  River  project  and 
the  Napa  River  Basin  project,  are 
Justified  largely  on  the  basis  of  land 
enhancement  benefits,  which,  as  I  have 
said,  are  condemned  by  economists  as  a 
fake  benefit.  For  the  Eel  River  project, 
44  percent  of  annual  benefits  are  said  to 
be  In  land  enhancement.  For  the  Napa 
River  Basin  project  the  figure  Is  29  per¬ 
cent.  With  the  spurious  land  enhance¬ 
ment  benefit  Included,  the  benefit-cost 
ratio  for  Eel  River  Is  1.1  and  for  the  Napa 
River  Basin  It  Is  1.5. 

Mr.  President,  when  the  phony  bene¬ 
fit  Item  Is  eliminated,  the  benefit-cost 
ratio  for  both  projects  falls  to  less  than 
unity.  For  Eel  River  the  ratio  becomes 
0.62,  and  for  the  Napa  River  Basin  It 
becomes  0.90.  These  are  the  real  benefit- 
cost,  ratios  which  should  be  put  before  this 
Chamber  and  before  the  American  tax¬ 
payer.  My  amendment  would  remove 
both  projects  from  the  present  bill. 

Another  unjustifiable  project,  Mr. 
President,  Is  the  proposed  project  for  the 
Grand  River  and  tributaries  In  Missouri 
and  Iowa.  As  part  of  this  project,  seven 
tremendously  costly  reservoirs  are  pro¬ 
posed.  For  the  seven  reservoirs  the  Fed¬ 
eral  taxpayer  Is  being  asked  for  $252,- 
020,000—  more  than  $1  from  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  In  this  Nation.  With 
such  huge  sums  Involved  one  would  ex¬ 
pect  substantial  benefit-cost  ratios  for 
the  reservoirs,  with  every  benefit  Item 
thoroughly  examined  and  100  percent 
Justifiable. 

But  what  are  the  actual  ratios? — see 
page  150  of  report.  For  Mercer  Reservoir 
the  ratio  claimed  Is  1.5.  For  Pattons- 
burg,  Trenton,  and  Brookfield  Reservoirs 
the  ratio  claimed  Is  1.3.  For  Bt.  Cather¬ 
ine  and  Braymer  Reservoirs  the  ratio 
claimed  Is  1.1.  And  I  am  almost  embar¬ 
rassed  to  tell  you,  Mr.  President,  that  for 
the  remaining  reservoir,  the  Llnnous  Res¬ 
ervoir,  the  ratio  claim**!  Is  exactly  1. 

What  about  the  benefit  Items  used  In 
arriving  at  the  claimed  ratios  for  these 
seven  reservoirs?  Is  every  one  of  them 
guaranteed  to  provide  tangible  benefits 
to  the  national  economy?  Not  by  a  long 
shot.  'Phlrty-two  percent  of  the  annual 
benefits  claimed  are  Intangible.  The 


dollar  figure  Is  $3,600,000  annually  for 
"recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife."  I  have 
nothing  against  recreation,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent.  Recreation  areas  are  vitally  need¬ 
ed.  But  let  us  be  honest  with  ourselves. 
As  the  House  subcommittee  reported  In 
1951,  recreation  benefits,  however  valu¬ 
able  In  the  abstract,  are  Intangible  In 
terms  of  dollars  and  cents.  We  are  being 
deluded  If  we  let  ourselves  believe  that  a 
tangible  monetary  return  will  be  pro¬ 
vide!  from  recreation  which  can  properly 
be  used  to  pay  back  taxpayers’  dollars 
poured  Into  these  reservoirs  In  the  Mid¬ 
west  and  Into  the  numerous  other  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  bill  which  are  Justified  on  the 
same  ground.  I  need  hardly  add,  Mr. 
President,  that  with  these  Intangible 
benefits  eliminated,  the  seven  reservoirs 
have  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  leas  than 
unity. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  ex¬ 
pressed  reservations  about  the  adverse 
effects  which  some  of  these  reservoirs 
would  have  on  flood  prevention  and  wa¬ 
tershed  protection. 

CIKOSSSY  INADEQUATE  INFORMATION 

Mr.  President,  something  should  be 
said  about  the  Information  available  to 
Heriators  about  the  bill  we  are  now  con¬ 
sidering.  Normally  the  bill  Itself  and 
the  report  accompanying  It  give  us  most 
of  the  Information  we  need  to  make  an 
Intelligent  decision  before  casting  our 
vote.  In  some  cases  further  Information, 
often  In  the  form  of  House  or  Senate 
documents,  Is  necessary  to  provide  de¬ 
tailed  Information  not  presented  In  the 
report.  Such  Is  the  case  for  the  public 
works  bill.  For  each  project  In  the  bill, 
a  separate  House  or  Senate  document  ex¬ 
ists.  These  documents,  most  of  which 
take  the  form  of  a  "letter  from  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  transmitting  a  letter 
from  the  Chief  of  Engineers,"  explain,  or 
should  explain,  In  detail  the  purposes  and 
costs  and  benefits  of  the  projects. 

There  are  two  points  which  should  be 
made.  The  first  Is  that  a  number  of 
these  documents  are  not  yet  printed.  At 
least  13  House  documents  relating  to  spe¬ 
cific  projects  In  the  bill  now  before  us  are 
not  available.  Before  Introducing  my 
amendment  to  eliminate  all  the  projects 
having  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  less  than 
1.51, 1  naturally  tried  to  learn  everything 
I  could  about  such  projects  and  the  oth¬ 
ers  In  the  bill. 

I  was  dismayed  to  learn  that  detailed 
Information  about  a  number  of  projects 
Is  simply  unavailable.  As  an  example, 
one  of  the  projects  which  we  are  being 
asked  to  approve  Is  the  seven  reservoir 
project  for  the  Grand  River  and  Its  tri¬ 
butaries  In  Iowa  and  Missouri.  We  are 
being  asked  to  approve  no  less  than  $252 
million  for  these  projects.  It  Is  one  of 
the  most  expensive  In  the  bill.  Detailed 
information,  we  are  told  in  the  report 
accompanying  the  bill,  Is  contained  in 
House  Document  No.  241,  89th  Congress. 

I  have  tried  to  obtain  this  document. 
It  Is  not  yet  printed,  or  at  least  It  was  not 
yesterday  afternoon.  How  can  the  Sen¬ 
ate  pass  proper  Judgment  on  such  a  tre¬ 
mendous  project  without  the  primary 


documents  relating  to  It?  As  I  have  said, 
other  House  documents  which  we  should 
have  before  us  arc  not  yet  printed  either. 

The  other  point  which  should  bo  made 
concerns  the  actual  documents  them¬ 
selves.  The  essential  Information  which 
we  seek  In  them  concerns  the  Justifica¬ 
tion  for  the  various  projects.  We  want 
to  know  exactly  what  benefits  and  costs 
will  result,  and  we  want  to  see  how  those 
benefits  and  costs  have  been  obtained. 
In  almost  every  case,  this  essential  In¬ 
formation  Is  sketchy  and  Incomplete.  In 
these  documents,  which  run  from  20  to 
100  pages,  the  benefit-cost  Information 
Is  given  on  one,  two,  or  three  pages. 
Often,  as  one  seeks  greater  detail  about 
the  benefit-cost  ratio,  he  Is  referred  to 
the  appendixes  of  the  document.  Time 
after  time  I  have  been  frustrated  to  find 
that  the  appendix  concerning  the  bene¬ 
fit-cost  ratio  Is  not  Included  In  the  docu¬ 
ment.  Even  though  It  Is  listed  In  the 
table  of  contents,  It,  Is  not  printed  as  port 
of  the  document.  For  example,  In  Senate 
I)*icument  No.  94  of  the  88th  Congress, 
relating  to  the  Perdido  Pass  Channel 
project  In  Alabama,  the  appendix  en¬ 
titled  "Computation  of  Benefits"  Is  not 
Included  In  the  document.  The  docu¬ 
ment  contains  fancy  photographs  and  all 
sorts  of  charts,  but  the  basic  Information 
about  the  benefit-cost  ratio  Is  not  deemed 
worthy  of  Inclusion. 

Another  example  Is  provided  by  House 
Document  No.  159  of  this  Congress  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  Evanston,  Ill.,  beach  erosion 
control  study.  In  this  document  the  ap¬ 
pendix  concerning  costs  and  benefits  Is 
the  only  appendix  not  printed  In  the 
document. 

I  could  go  on  with  all  the  other  ex¬ 
amples.  I  will  provide  the  complete  list 
to  anyone  who  wishes  to  see  It.  It  Is  a 
shocking  situation,  Mr.  President,  that 
all  the  essential  Information  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  to  should  be  unavailable  as  we  con¬ 
sider  this  tremendously  important  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  could  go  on  at  length 
about  the  unjustifiable  benefit-cost  ratios 
which  we  are  asked  to  accept  In  this  bill. 
My  calculations  have  convinced  me  that 
for  a  project  to  be  acceptable  under  pres¬ 
ent  procedures,  Its  benefit-cost  ratio  must 
be  close  to  2.  In  other  words,  benefits 
must  appear  to  be  almost  twice  as  much 
as  costs.  And  I  have  not  mentioned  the 
Inevitable  Increases  In  costs  which  take 
place  between  the  start  and  finish  of 
Government  projects. 

My  amendment  would  remove  from  the 
present  bill  all  projects  having  a  claimed 
benefit-cost  ratio  of  less  than  161.  My 
amendment  would  not  prevent  rcstudles 
of  the  projects  affected.  My  amendment 
would  compel  all  questionable  projects  to 
be  reexamined  or  abandoned. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  printed  at  this  point  In  the  Rec- 
oko  a  list  of  projects  provided  for  In  the 
present  bill  which  have  a  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  less  than  1.51.  The  list  shows 
the  pertinent  data  for  each  project. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  In  the  Record,  as 
follows; 
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Projects  having  low  benefit-cost  ratios  (S.  2300  public  works  authorizations  fiscal  year  1966  information  from  S.  Rept.  464) 


Page  of 

S.  Rept.  464 

Project 

Benefit- 

eost 

ratio 

Annual 

Federal 

charges 

Total 

Federal 

cost 

16 

Navigation  improvements: 

L  4 

$27, 900 
36,000 
530,600 

14.200 

36.500 
85, 000 
34,600 
32,900 

88.200 
108,  323 

30.500 

1, 848, 800 

94,000 
169, 000 
401,000 

13,200 

$695, 000 
262,000 
7, 095, 000 
237, 000 
347,000 
933,000 

17 

1. 1 

25 

1. 1 

32 

1.5 

34 

1.3 

34 

1. 1 

34 

Kailua  Harbor,  Hawaii _  _ 

1.5 

244,000 
384,000 
1,  679, 000 
1, 356,  000 
563,000 
44,852,000 
625, 000 
1, 104, 000 
7, 112, 000 

340,000 

34 

L  4 

34 

43 

Hana  Harbor,  Hawaii _  _  . 

Columbia  River  lock  and  dam,  Washington  and  Oregon  (John  Day)  _  _ 

L  2 
1.35 

45 

L  2 

52 

New  York  Harbor _ _ 

L  5 

55 

Perdido  Pass  channel,  Alabama _  _ 

1.4 

57 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet  channels,  Fla _ 

L  3 

67 

1. 3 

73 

Beach  erosion  control  projects: 

1.3 

76 

1.5 

15,300 

45,800 

4,200 

76,000 

1,  474,  700 

57,400 

423,900 

257.300 

2,158,000 

2,  397,  000 
195,  500 
182,400 

57,000 

231.300 
58,200 

111,  400 

1 

392,000 

220,000 

82,000 

2,300,000 
32,  620,  000 
1, 514,  000 
10,  400,  000 
1,  636, 000 

40, 378,  000 
48,275,000 
4,592,000 
5,500,000 
1,800,000 

i  7, 310, 000 
i  1, 839,  000 
1,315,000 

|  23,  300,  000 

{  23, 000,  000 

l  18, 200, 000 
6,150,000 

5,  280, 000 

1, 267, 000 
2, 581, 000 

77 

L  3 

80 

1.2 

80 

Flood  control,  hurricane  protection,  and  multiple-purpose  works: 

1.2 

93 

1.  4 

97 

1.4 

100 

L  1 

101 

1.3 

103 

Flint  River,  Ga.: 

L2 

1.3 

109 

L  3 

118 

L  3 

129 

L  2 

134 

El  Paso  County,  Tex.: 

1.1 

L  2 

138 

John  Redmond  Reservoir,  Kans _ _ 

1.5 

141 

Walnut  River,  Kans.: 

El  Dorado  Reservoir _  _ 

1.2 

1.2 

1-  s  2, 321, 900 

Douglas  Reservoir_  _  _  _ 

1.2 

143 

1.2 

258,000 

203.600 

66,600 

109.600 

148 

Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers,  Iowa  and  Missouri: 

L  2 

Channel  improvements: 

1.  5 

1.5 

149 

Grand  River  and  tributaries,  reservoirs,  Missouri  and  Iowa: 

1.3 

Trenton  _  _  _  _  _  _ 

1.3 

1.5 

1.0 

\  9, 196, 000 

*252,020,000 

Brookfield  _ 

L3 

St  Catherine  .  _  _  .  __  _____ 

LI 

I 

Braymer  _  _  __  _  _.  _  _ 

1. 1 

1 

155 

Sandy  Lick  Creek,  Pa _  _  _  _ 

4 .9 

66,100 
10, 074, 000 

600,200 

417,200 

344,000 

87,000 
492, 800 
37, 100 
159,  500 
345,600 
49,600 
104,000 
534,000 
374,000 

1,  654,000 
151, 000, 000 

16,974,000 
11, 094, 000 
8, 940, 000 

2, 670, 000 
14,  900,  000 
975,000 
3, 885, 000 
9, 317, 000 
1, 373,  000 

2,  77 5,  000 
13, 732, 000 

9,400,000 
14, 950, 000 
3, 030,  000 
14,  600,  000 
‘4,345,000 

160 

Big  South  Fork,  Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and  Tenn _ _ _ _  _ _ 

L  2 

166 

Big  Sandy  River  and  tributaries,  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia: 

1.4 

Panther  Creek  Reservoir _ _  _ 

1. 1 

172 

Kaskaskia  River  levees,  Illinois _  _ _ 

1.4 

173 

Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa  and  Minn.: 

Marshalltown _ _ _ _ _ 

1.5 

1.2 

175 

Zumbro  River,  Minn _ ■ _ 

1.3 

177 

Big  Stone  T.ake  and  Whetstone  River,  Minn,  and  R,  Dak  .  ........ _  _ 

LI 

179 

Maumee  River  Basin,  Ohio _ _ _ _ _  _ 

1.2 

183 

Grand  River,  Mich_  _ _ _ 

1.2 

184 

Winslow,  Arir. 

1.4 

189 

Eel  River,  Calif  _  ...  _ _ 

LI 

192 

Sonoma  Creek,  Calif _ _ _  _ _ 

1. 1 

193 

Napa  River  Basin,  Calif _ 

1.6 

473,  500 
96,000 
462,000 
233,100 

195 

Tahquitz  Creek,  Calif _ 

1.3 

196 

Ban  Diego  River,  Calif 

1.2 

197 

Willow  Creek,  Oreg _  _ 

1.2 

Amount  cut  by  Proxmire  amendment _ 

845,393,  000 

Bill  total.. ^ _  _ 

1, 968, 485,  500 

*  With  area  redevelopment  benefits,  1.1. 

*  Net  cost. 


1 1st  costs. 

J  Total  annual  Federal  charges. 

»  Total  for  7  reservoirs. 

A 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  should  like  to 
respond  first  to  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  withdraw  my 
request. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin,  together  with  his  statement, 
has  some  merit.  I  admit  this  at  the 
outset.  Everything  the  Senator  said 
should  be  considered  was  considered  by 
the  agencies,  especially  by  the  Army 


Corps  of  Engineers.  It  is  true,  as  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  has  stated,  that 
some  of  these  projects  get  down  prac¬ 
tically  to  parity — in  other  words,  a  1-to-l 
ratio. 

The  Senator  made  quite  a  point  of  the 
unavailability  of  certain  documents.  I 
assure  him  that  in  the  files  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  we  have  every  one 
of  these  reports  from  the  agencies,  and 
they  will  be  made  available  to  his  staff 
any  time  they  want  to  see  them.  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  he  consult  the  committee  clerk. 
We  have  all  the  documents  to  which  the 
Senator  referred  in  our  files. 


Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  appreciate  the 
Senator’s  statement.  My  staff  tried  to 
obtain  the  documents.  The  point  I  made 
is  that  they  were  not  printed  and  were 
not  generally  available. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  material  and 
letters  are  available  in  our  files. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  My  staff  had  some 
difficulty  obtaining  certain  of  these  docu¬ 
ments.  I  appreciate  what  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  is  saying. 
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Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  idea  of  a  bene¬ 
fit-cost  ratio  is  very  simple.  If  the  bene¬ 
fits  exceed  the  costs,  the  project  is  ac¬ 
ceptable.  To  arbitrarily  set  a  benefit-cost 
ratio  higher  than  parity  would  be  unfair 
and  inconsistent  with  sound  public  pol¬ 
icy.  If  there  is  something  bad  about  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  as  it  is  now  used,  let  us 
replace  it  with  something  better.  But  let 
us  not  say  that  some  projects  are  favor¬ 
able  when  the  benefits  are  more  than  the 
costs,  but  others  are  not.  I  am  against 
that  kind  of  principle. 

Therefore,  I  am  opposed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  hope  that  it  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  join  my  good 
friend  from  Michigan  in  opposing  the 
pending  amendment. 

For  the  past  14  years,  I  have  been 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  works  of  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations.  What  we  are  considering  now 
1s  merely  an  authorization.  Before  the 
money  can  be  obtained,  in  order  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  planning  and  construction 
of  any  of  these  projects,  the  Senate 
through  the  Appropriations  Committee, 
will  have  ample  opportunity  to  annually 
look  into  and  study  all  the  projects. 

Oftentimes,  some  of  the  projects  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Public  Works  Committee 
had  a  low  benefit-cost  ratio,  say  some¬ 
thing  on  the  order  of  1.4  or  1.1  to  1.0,  but 
I  assure  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin 
that  there  are  very  few  projects  that 
have  been  undertaken  unless  it  could  be 
shown  that  the  benefits  would  exceed 
the  costs. 

For  instance,  of  the  many  navigation 
projects  that  have  been  constructed,  I 
can  point  to  some  in  which  the  tonnage 
actually  moved  on  the  waterway  was  13 
times  more  than  the  estimates  given 
when  the  project  was  first  authorized. 
That  situation  applies  to  many  projects. 

Let  me  assure  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  that  'I  shall  in  the  future,  as  I 
have  in  the  past,  carefully  review  these 
projects  before  recommending  any  ap¬ 
propriations.  As  he  knows,  many  proj¬ 
ects,  although  authorized  as  long  as  25 
years  ago,  have  not  been  provided  with 
money,  because  the  committee  felt  that 
the  projects,  although  authorized,  were 
not  under  present  conditions  economi¬ 
cally  justified,  and  so  they  were  turned 
down. 

Let  me  point  out  that  Congress  enacted 
Public  Law  88-578,  wherein  authority 
was  given  to  agencies  of  the  Government 
to  charge  fees  to  visit  recreational  cen¬ 
ters.  The  Public  Works  Committee  in 
this  bill  has  recommended  projects  in 
which  certain  amounts  of  money  are  re¬ 
quired  for  recreation,  let  us  say.  Only 
a  few  months  ago,  Congress  enacted  a 
bill  which  established  the  policy  that 
committees  should  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  benefits  that  would  be  derived 
from  recreation. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  at  the  end  of  my  remarks,  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  section  2  of  Public 
Law  8972,  which  was  signed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  July  9, 1965. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if  it 
is  necessary  in  order  for  a  project  to  ob¬ 
tain  the  proper  benefit-cost  ratio  to  in¬ 
clude  recreational  benefits,  the  local  au¬ 
thorities  must  bind  themselves  to  pay  at 
least  half  of  the  separable  cost  of  the 
recreational  facilities.  That  is  some¬ 
thing  new  which  has  been  added  in  the 
law  passed  this  session.  Before  that 
time,  recreation  could  be  considered  in 
a  Corps  of  Engineers  project  and  the 
Federal  Government  would  put  up  the 
entire  cost.  Now,  if  it  is  necessary  to 
have  recreation,  in  order  to  make  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  at  least  1  to  1,  under 
the  law  which  was  enacted  a  few  weeks 
ago,  it  would  be  incumbent  on  the  local 
people  to  put  up  at  least  half  the  cost 
for  such  items  as  acquiring  the  addi¬ 
tional  land,  buildings,  access  roads,  and 
other  facilities  required  solely  for  recrea¬ 
tion.  The  local  people  would  be  com¬ 
pelled  to  contribute  at  least  half  of  that 
cost,  which  is  an  innovation  compared 
to  what  it  was  in  the  past. 

It  is  my  belief  that  with  the  new  law, 
and  the  authority  given  under  Public 
Law  88-578  giving  the  agencies  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  the  authority  to  charge  fees  for 
visiting  recreation  centers,  it  will  go  far 
toward  paying  a  good  deal  of  the  cost  of 
the  recreational  features  of  these 
projects. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  defeated.  As  I  said,  this  is 
merely  an  authorization  of  the  projects. 
Congress  will  have  another  opportunity 
to  look  more  closely  into  the  details,  if 
and  when  the  projects  come  up  before 
the  Appropriations  Committee  to  provide 
the  money. 

Although  the  projects  are  authorized, 
we  must  provide  funds  for  engineering 
and  design  before  construction  can  start, 
at  which  time  the  Engineers  will  have 
another  opportunity  to  study  the  project 
in  detail,  to  be  certain  that  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio  is  good,  and  one  which  will 
return  benefits  in  excess  of  its  costs. 

It  is  my  belief  that  with  these  two  laws 
which  I  have  cited,  which  have  been  re¬ 
cently  adopted,  and  the  fact  that  recrea¬ 
tion  centers  are  very  popular  today 
throughout  the  Nation,  and  are  much 
needed,  we  need  not  fear  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  not  get  a  proper  return  on 
its  investment. 

Exhibit  1 
Public  Law  89-72 

Sec.  2.  (a)  If,  before  authorization  of  a 

project,  non-Federal  public  bodies  indicate 
their  intent  in  writing  to  agree  to  administer 
project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation 
or  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  or  for  both 
of  these  purposes  pursuant  to  the  plan  for 
the  development  of  the  project  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  agency  having  administrative 
jurisdiction  over  it  and  to  bear  not  less  than 
one-half  the  separable  costs  of  the  project 
allocated  to  either  or  both  of  said  purposes, 
as  the  case  may  be,  and  all  the  costs  of  op¬ 
eration,  maintenance,  and  replacement  in¬ 
curred  therefor — 

(1)  the  benefits  of  the  project  to  said  pur¬ 
pose  or  purposes  shall  be  taken  into  account 
In  determining  the  economic  benefits  of  the 
project; 
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(2)  costs  shall  be  allocated  to  said  purpose 
or  purposes  and  to  other  purposes  in  a  man¬ 
ner  which  will  insure  that  all  project  pur¬ 
poses  share  equitably  in  the  advantages  of 
multiple-purpose  construction :  Provided, 
That  the  costs  allocated  to  recreation  or  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement  shall  not  exceed 
the  lesser  of  the  benefits  from  those  functions 
or  the  costs  of  providing  recreation  or  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement  benefits  of  reason¬ 
ably  equivalent  use  and  location  by  the  least 
costly  alternative  means;  and 

(3)  not  more  than  one-half  the  separable 
costs  and  all  the  joint  costs  of  the  project 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  shall  be  borne  by  the  United 
States  and  be  nonreimbursable. 

Projects  authorized  during  the  calendar  year 
1965  may  include  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  on  the  foregoing  basis 
without  the  required  indication  of  intent. 
Execution  of  an  agreement  as  aforesaid  shall 
be  a  prerequisite  to  commencement  of  con¬ 
struction  of  any  project  to  which  this  sub¬ 
section  is  applicable. 

(b)  The  non-Federal  share  of  the  separa¬ 
ble  costs  of  the  project  allocated  to  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  shall 
be  borne  by  non-Federal  interests,  under 
either  or  both  of  the  following  methods  as 
may  be  determined  appropriate  by  the  head 
of  the  Federal  agency  having  jurisdiction 
over  the  project:  (1)  payment,  or  provision 
of  lands,  interests  therein,  or  facilities  for  the 
project;  or  (2)  repayment,  with  interest  at  a 
rate  comparable  to  that  for  other  interest- 
bearing  functions  of  Federal  water  resource 
projects,  within  fifty  years  of  first  use  of  proj¬ 
ect  recreation  or  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment  facilities :  Provided,  That  the  source  of 
repayment  may  be  limited  to  entrance  and 
user  fees  or  charges  collected  at  the  project 
by  non-Federal  interests  if  the  fee  schedule 
and  the  portion  of  fees  dedicated  to  repay¬ 
ment  are  established  on  a  basis  calculated  to 
achieve  repayment  as  aforesaid  and  are  made 
subject  to  review  and  renegotiation  at  inter¬ 
vals  of  not  more  than  five  years. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated 
February  19,  1965,  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  from  the  Director  of  the 
Budget,  which  indicates  the  basis  for  the 
law  which  was  referred  to  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Executive  Office 
of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  19,  1965. 
Hon.  Stephen  Ailes, 

Secretary  of  the  Army, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  Enclosed  herewith  is 
a  copy  of  our  response  to  a  request  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  for  views  on  H.R.  52,  a  bill  “To  pro¬ 
vide  uniform  policies  with  respect  to  recrea¬ 
tion  and  fish  and  wildlife  benefits  and  costs 
of  Federal  multiplepurpose  water  resource 
projects,  and  to  provide  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  with  authority  for  recreation  devel¬ 
opment  of  projects  under  his  control.”  That 
response,  including  the  recommended  sub¬ 
stitute  bill  drafted  in  cooperation  with  mem¬ 
bers  of  your  Department,  sets  forth  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  position  on  uniform  policies 
regarding  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  at  water  resources  projects. 

Following  the  introduction  of  H.R.  9032, 
Federal  agencies  involved  in  the  planning, 
development  and  construction  of  Federal 
water  resources  projects  have  applied  the 
policies  and  procedures  established  therein. 
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Those  agencies,  as  of  this  date,  should  im¬ 
plement  the  policies  and  procedures  as  con¬ 
tained  in  the  substitute  bill. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  a  large  num¬ 
ber  of  project  reports  have  been  held  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  pending  development  of 
the  policies  contained  in  the  substitute  bill. 
In  view  of  the  possibility  of  an  omnibus 
Rivers  and  Harbors  and  Flood  Control  bill 
this  year,  we  would  expect  that  appropriate 
revisions  will  be  made  in  the  project  re¬ 
ports  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  If  prob¬ 
lems  are  encountered  in  such  revisions. 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  staff  will  be  available 
to  discuss  the  matter  with  your  staff. 

The  success  of  the  administration’s  poli¬ 
cies  and  procedures  on  this  subject  will  re¬ 
quire  a  high  degree  of  cooperation  and  co¬ 
ordination  amoqg  the  Departments  of  the 
Interior  and  Army  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  and  a  sincere  effort  by  the  water 
resources  agencies  to  obtain  cost  sharing. 
In  this  connection,  I  believe  you  may  wish 
to  have  brought  to  your  attention  as  early 
as  possible  in  the  planning  process  any 
projects  at  which  it  is  anticipated  that  non- 
Federal  interests  will  not  execute  the  re¬ 
quired  cost  sharing  agreement  and  where 
an  allocation  of  project  costs  to  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  is 
planned.  Included  in  this  category  would 
be  any  project  proposed  for  authorization 
pursuant  to  section  3  of  the  enclosed  draft 
bill. 

Sincerely, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Deputy  Director. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  understand 
it — and  I  desire  to  clarify  one  point — 
the  local  contributions  for  flood  control, 
navigation,  and  water  supply  have  not 
been  changed  in  any  manner  except - 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  By  the  new  law. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  By  the  new  law. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  contributions 
to  be  made  by  the  local  people,  let  us 
say  on  flood  control,  have  not  been 
changed.  The  only  thing  affected  by  the 
new  law  would  be  the  local  cooperation 
with  respect  to  recreation. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President — - — 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  know  that  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  has  the  floor, 
and  I  asked  him  to  yield  so  that  I  could 
reply  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  I  appreciate  what 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  said.  He 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  are  out¬ 
standing  authorities  in  the  Senate  on 
these  projects. 

My  reply  is  that  although  it  is  true  the 
local  people  will  have  to  pay  for  half 
the  recreation  benefits — which  will  be 
a  help — the  fact  is  that  the  benefits  will 
still  be  intangible  and  it  will  be  hard  to 
assess  the  value  of  the  remaining  half. 

Of  course,  the  fees  to  be  charged  will 
help  to  some  extent,  but  far  more 
important  is  the  fact  that  the  discount 
figure  for  interest  is  unrealistic.  After 
all,  if  a  person  could  purchase  a  home 
on  the  basis  of  paying  2*/2-percent  in¬ 


terest  over  a  100-year  period,  that  would 
mean  that  he  could  buy  a  $20,000  home 
for  less  than  $60  a  month  with  no  down 
payment.  Who  would  not  jump  at  that 
opportunity?  But  a  banker  would  have 
to  have  an  insane  hatred  of  money  to 
permit  it. 

The  Federal  Government  is  paying  far 
more  for  its  money  than  this  2*4  per¬ 
cent.  It  must  pay  more  than  4  percent, 
and  close  to  4*/4  percent.  And  yet  the 
rules  of  this  game  of  self-deception  and 
taxpayer  deception  pretends  the  tax¬ 
payer  pays  2*/2  or  3  percent  for  the  money 
this  constitutes  a  hidden  subsidy. 

The  rules  of  this  game  under  which 
the  Public  Works  Committee  operates 
assumes  that  borrowers  will  accrue  for 
a  fictitious  length  of  time. 

A  hundred  years  for  the  life  of  these 
projects  is  ridiculous.  If  they  are  dams, 
they  silt  in.  Most  projects  are  obsolete, 
utterly  useless  in  far  less  than  a  hun¬ 
dred  years.  In  some  cases  even  50  years 
is  too  much.  It  is  true,  as  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  said,  that 
there  is  an  additional  opportunity  to 
appraise  these  projects  when  they  come 
before  the  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
so  ably  headed  by  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana.  However,  the  rules  there  are  the 
same.  The  subsidized  discount  rate  will 
be  the  same.  The  dishonest,  100  year 
benefit  life  will  be  the  same.  When 
those  rules  are  followed,  these  uneco¬ 
nomical  projects  will  be  approved. 

I  conclude  by  saying  that  this  is  not 
only  the  position  taken  by  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  arid  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!  and  the  po¬ 
sition  taken  by  Senator  Douglas  during 
past  years,  but  this  is  also  the  position 
taken  by  the  overwhelming  preponder¬ 
ance  of  competent  economists  in  the 
field.  Dr.  Otto  Eckstein,  who  is  one  of 
the  top  economic  advisers  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  wrote  an  excellent  book  on  this 
subject.  Dr.  Robert  Haveman,  who  is 
also  highly  regarded,  has  written  on  this 
subject.  The  expert  consensus  is  that 
we  are  tragically  wasting  public  money 
in  this  area. 

I  know  the  amendment  may  not  be 
adopted.  However,  I  have  offered  it,  not 
out  of  any  desire  to  embarrass  or  criticize 
the  committee  in  connection  with  what 
it  has  done.  It  has  been  very  expertly 
and  competently  handled  by  the  Senator 
from  Michigan.  Rather,  I  do  this  in  an 
attempt  to  dramatize  the  situation,  in 
the  hope  that  perhaps  this  year  or  next 
year,  or  at  some  time  in  the  future,  we 
can  set  up  adequate,  fair,  and  realistic 
standards  with  respect  to  interest  and 
discount  and  benefit  life,  as  well  as  with 
respect  to  evaluating  the  intangibles. 
And  I  intend  to  pursue  this  goal  as  long 
as  I  am  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  op¬ 
pose  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Proxmire]  . 
I  do  so  also  with  the  knowledge  that 
any  one  of  us  who  serves  on  the  Public 
Works  Committee,  and  Is  concerned  with 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  projects,  has 
questioned,  at  times,  the  formulas  which 
are  used  for  the  approval  of  these  proj¬ 
ects. 

It  is  correct  to  say  that  in  recent 
years  weight  has  been  given  to  recre¬ 
ation  and  wildlife  enhancement  and 
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other  features,  which,  while  of  great 
value,  are  not  as  important  as  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  navigation  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion. 

Nevertheless,  I  must  join  in  what  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  who  is  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations, 
has  said.  I  served  on  it  in  an  ex  officio 
capacity  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  I  am 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee,  as  does  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  chairman  of  our 
committee. 

I  believe  that  all  of  us  know  that  no 
Member  of  the  Senate  is  able  to  secure 
from  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  and 
from  the  Appropriations  Committee  ap¬ 
proval  of  a  project  that  does  not  meet  the 
strictest  criteria  which  have  been  pre¬ 
scribed.  We  honor  him  for  his  care,  for 
he  is  the  strongest  advocate  of  river 
development  in  the  Senate. 

This  leads  us  back  to  the  original  ques¬ 
tion  raised  by  the  Senator;  namely,  cri¬ 
teria.  The  proposal  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  has  made  about  criteria  is  an 
arbitrary  proposal. 

I  do  not  know  anything  more  impor¬ 
tant  in  this  bill  than  flood  protection. 
In  the  valleys  in  Kentucky  many  of  our 
flood  control  projects  have  great  trouble 
meeting  even  the  1:1  ratio.  Costs  are 
high,  due  to  the  narrow  valleys,  and  the 
encroachment  on  the  river  channels,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  necessary  location  of  in¬ 
dustries  in  the  narrow  valleys  increase 
the  cost  of  projects  year  after  year.  It 
becomes  more  and  more  difficult  to  meet 
the  cost-benefit  ratio  every  year,  even 
on  a  1 : 1  basis.  Yet  the  rains  come  down 
and  wash  these  cities  and  towns  away 
year  after  year.  The  formula  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Wisconsin  proposes  could  mean 
that  needed  flood  protection  could  never 
be  provided,  and  that  those  communi¬ 
ties  would  continue  to  be  washed  away 
year  after  year. 

The  Senator  has  provoked  a  good  ques¬ 
tion  about  criteria,  and  it  is  continually 
reviewed. 

But  I  wish  to  emphasize  the  necessity 
of  securing  flood  protection,  and  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  would  stand  in  the  way.  It 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  oppose  the  amendment  of  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Wisconsin.  He  has 
stimulated  our  thought.  As  I  look  at 
the  fine  projects  in  my  own  State,  I  re¬ 
mind  him  that  although  these  House 
documents  are  new,  the  projects  have 
been  coming  to  me  year  after  year.  One 
of  the  projects,  the  Buffalo  Bayou,  is 
near  Houston.  One  is  near  Texas  City, 
and  another  is  at  Port  Arthur  and  Beau¬ 
mont.  That  is  where  so  much  damage 
was  done  by  Hurricane  Carla. 

These  are  growing  areas,  where  the 
flood  damage  increases  each  year.  The 
cost  ratio  presupposes  present  values. 
However,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the 
values  are  going  up  fast. 

We  have  worked  for  many  years  try¬ 
ing  to  have  these  projects  approved. 

I  commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  the  great  care  he  has 
taken  in  connection  with  these  projects. 
Some  of  my  constituents  have  been  dis¬ 
appointed,  but  no  projects  have  been 
speedily  approved.  It  has  taken  many 
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years  for  the  Army  Engineers  to  get  to 
this  point.  Delegations  have  come  here 
year  after  year. 

I  refer  particularly  to  Caddo  Lake, 
where  a  dam  is  located.  That  particu¬ 
lar  project  has  been  needed  since  before 
I  came  to  the  Senate,  8  years  ago. 

The  lake  itself  is  located  in  Louisiana. 
However,  half  of  the  lake  backs  up  into 
my  State. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  for  his  long  work  on 
these  projects,  for  giving  his  attention 
to  each  appropriation  after  it  is  author¬ 
ized. 

Caddo  Lake  was  formed  by  a  great 
earthquake  in  that  valley,  about  1811, 
the  year  that  is  called  the  Year  of  the 
Shakes  in  the  Mississippi  Valley.  This 
earthquake  is  also  thought  to  have  been 
responsible  for  the  formation  of  Reelfoot 
Lake.  It  was  the  gateway  to  Texas  un¬ 
til  the  railroads  were  built,  up  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  and  Red  Rivers. 

It  is  mainly  due  to  the  work  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  that  this  project  is  going  ahead. 

Another  project  involves  a  population 
of  300,000.  Without  flood  protection, 
when  the  rains  come,  some  areas  are 
washed  out.  The  work  of  guarding 
against  such  a  catastrophe  must  go  on 
year  after  year.  First  there  is  an  au¬ 
thorization,  then  the  survey,  and  then 
the  construction  moneys. 

I  commend  the  committee  for  the  great 
diligence  it  has  shown.  I  know  from 
personal  knowledge  that  there  is  nothing 
new  here,  that  there  is  nothing  in  this 
authorization  for  my  State  that  has  not 
been  thoroughly  considered  and  studied. 
We  have  seen  these  projects  year  after 
year.  Two  of  the  areas  were  badly  dam¬ 
aged  by  Hurricane  Carla,  some  4  years 
ago.  Other  projects  have  long  been  in 
existence.  Caddo  Lake  has  been  in  ex¬ 
istence  for  many  years.  A  very  fine  and 
thoughtful  piece  of  work  was  done  by 
the  Public  Works  Committee.  I  com¬ 
mend  them  for  their  care  and  dili¬ 
gence.  This  program  involves  taxpayer 
money,  and  they  are  going  very  delib¬ 
erately  on  these  projects. 

Also,  although  he  is  not  on  the  com¬ 
mittee,  but  is  on  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  I  desire  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  for  his  great  knowledge  in 
this  field,  his  care,  and  his  support  of 
these  projects.  I  commend  the  senior 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNa¬ 
mara]  and  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper]  also  for  their  care  in  re¬ 
spect  to  these  projects.  We  have  had 
the  benefit  of  their  counsel  and  work  as 
well  as  their  leadership  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  who  is  a  very 
able  member  of  the  committee,  has  asked 
me  to  yield  to  him.  I  shall  yield  to  him 
first,  and  then  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Symington]. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
grateful  to  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  for  yielding  to  me.  I,  too,  wish  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 


gan  [Mr.  McNamara]  for  bringing  to  the 
Senate  a  bill  providing  for  an  investment 
in  the  resources  of  America  and  for  the 
development  of  our  water  resources,  our 
river  resources,  the  saving  of  lives  and 
the  perpetuation  of  some  of  our  cities 
and  towns. 

Because  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
mentioned  Public  Law  872,  I  wish  to 
make  a  comment  about  it. 

I  am  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs.  That  bill 
came  out  of  the  committee.  Sometimes 
I  think  that  bill  will  come  back  to  haunt 
us.  I  emphasize  the  fact  that  recreation, 
fish  and  wildlife  benefits  of  Federal 
dams,  including  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  dams  and  Corps  of  Engineers 
dams,  have  been  greater  than  we  have 
anticipated,  and,  as  recreational  devel¬ 
opments  are  needed  in  the_  years  ahead, 
they  will  again  be  greater  than  we  antici¬ 
pated. 

We  should  be  very  careful,  as  the  re¬ 
port  admonishes,  not  to  prevent  neces¬ 
sary  flood  control  projects  from  develop¬ 
ing  because  there  is  a  failure  of  the 
local  people  to  provide  self-participa¬ 
tion.  If  at  the  inception  of  the  project 
there  is  a  failure  of  local  participation, 
later,  as  recreational  developments  come 
about,  we  shall  find  that  the  States  or 
private  organizations  will  wish  to  par¬ 
ticipate.  People  want  to  use  these  proj¬ 
ects  for  water-based  recreation,  includ¬ 
ing  swimming,  boating,  and  so  forth.  So 
we  should  be  careful  to  see  that  we  do 
not  prevent  necessary  flood  control  de¬ 
velopment  merely  because  we  cannot 
find  initially  the  local  participation  that 
is  required  by  Public  Law  872.  I  thank 
the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
first  I  would  join  other  Senators  in  con¬ 
gratulating  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara] 
for  his  splendid  accomplishments  with 
the  members  of  his  committee  in  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  vital  importance  of  the 
control  of  water  in  our  country  today. 

Many  years  ago,  as  chairman  of  the 
National  Security  Resources  Board,  now 
called  OEP,  a  report  was  made  by  a  com¬ 
mittee  chaired  by  William  Paley,  of 
New  York.  The  basis  of  the  report  was 
what  we  would  be  shortest  of  in  25  years. 
That  would  be  10  years  from  now. 

To  my  surprise,  this  report  stated  that, 
in  all  probability,  the  commodity  of 
which  we  would  be  shortest  would  be 
fresh  water. 

I  have  had  the  privilege  recently  of 
reading  many  brochures  and  pamphlets 
that  have  to  do  with  the  achievements  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  in  the  field  of 
development  of  desalinization  of  salt 
water  into  fresh  water.  Those  pam¬ 
phlets  will  stand  as  a  monument  to  his 
wisdom  and  foresight  as  expresed  in  that 
field." 

Today  the  U.S.  Government  is  spend¬ 
ing  a  great  many  millions  of  dollars 
in  order  to  get  methods  to  obtain 
clean,  fresh  water  from  salt  water. 

We,  in  the  Middle  West,  especially  in 
Missouri,  have  a  great  deal  of  fresh 
water,  but  we  have  not  taken  advantage 


of  controlling  it  as  have  so  many  other 
States.  In  1951,  for  example,  when  in 
the  executive  branch,  I  had  the  dubious 
privilege  of  directing  the  rehabilitation 
resulting  from  those  terrible  floods  that 
came  to  the  Kansas  City  area.  It  was 
interesting  to  note  that,  whereas  the 
total  cost  of  flood  control  would  have 
been  about  $220  million,  people  in  the 
Kansas  City  area  lost  over  $1  billion 
from  that  one  flood. 

I  mention  this  to  present  with  great 
respect  to  my  able  colleague,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin,  who  has  some 
criticism  of  proposed  developments  in 
northwest  Missouri,  and  am  glad  to  see 
my  own  colleague  on  the  floor,  because 
only  in  the  last  few  days  floods  in  this 
very  part  of  Missouri — the  Grand  Platte, 
and  the  Fishing  Rivers  floods — have  al¬ 
ready  caused  over  $50  million  estimated 
damage,  in  addition  to  the  loss  of  many 
lives  as  a  result  of  the  sudden  flash  floods, 
this  proposed  bill  would  correct. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Missouri.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Missouri.  First,  I  should 
like  to  join  my  colleague  in  extending 
my  compliments  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara] 
for  the  great  work  that  he  has  done  on 
this  particular  piece  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation. 

My  colleague,  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Symington],  has  mentioned 
the  flooding  conditions  in  Missouri. 
Last  Friday  and  Saturday  I  drove,  flew, 
and  walked  over  that  area  of  my  State. 
Anyone  who  sees  the  suffering  of  the 
people  in  that  area  and  sees  the  damage 
that  has  been  done  will  realize  that  the 
proposal  is  not  particularly  a  dollars- 
and-cents  proposal.  They  will  see  that 
homes  by  the  dozens  in  little  towns  have 
been  completely  floated  off  their  founda¬ 
tions  and  crushed  against  large  trees. 
A  merchant  to  whom  I  was  talking  had 
a  store  in  which  $150,000  of  furniture 
was  damaged.  The  back  end  and  the 
front  end  of  the  store  had  been  washed 
out.  He  told  me  that  he  sold  what  he 
had  left  for  $300.  He  did  not  owe  a  dime 
to  start  with.  He  said  he  did  not  have 
enough  money  to  buy  his  wife  a  dinner 
that  night. 

Well-dressed  men  are  seen  digging  in 
the  debris  and  trying  to  recover  some  of 
their  belongings.  Furniture  and  boxes 
of  clothes  are  piled  in  the  streets  and  on 
the  sidewalks. 

On  my  desk  now  there  is  a  memo  from 
the  State  ASC  committee  telling  us  that 
3  to  4  million  dollars’  worth  of  farm 
damage  has  been  done  in  the  area  of 
Fishing  River. 

The  President  has  allocated  $500,000 
to  help  repair  the  villages  in  that  one 
little  area  of  that  particular  river.  Fish¬ 
ing  River. 

Over  at  Excelsior  Springs,  in  the  same 
area,  great  damage  has  been  done  to 
streets,  sewers,  waterlines,  and  homes. 
Many  have  been  completely  damaged. 
So  actually  the  proposal  would  be  a  good 
investment  from  a  dollars-and-cents 
standpoint,  and  curbing  floods  would 
save  our  people  the  great  misery  and 
suffering  which  they  have  endured. 
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My  colleague  has  mentioned  flooding 
on  the  Grand  and  Platte  Rivers.  I  think 
that  is  particularly  what  our  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin,  has  referred  to. 
A  number  of  years  ago,  when  I  was 
Acting  Governor  of  Missouri,  while  our 
Governor  was  out  of  the  State,  we  had 
a  similar  type  of  flood.  I  flew  and  drove 
through  the  area  affected.  I  saw  the 
million  upon  millions  of  dollars  of  dam¬ 
age  that  was  done. 

The  project  is  one  that  has  been 
worked  on  for  a  long  time.  It  relates  not 
only  to  the  shortage  of  water  and  the 
conservation  of  water,  which  is  so  es¬ 
sential  in  that  part  of  Missouri  and  that 
entire  area,  but  to  the  industrialist,  and 
from  an  agricultural  standpoint,  an  in¬ 
vestment  in  dams  to  control  the  flooding 
and  to  conserve  the  water  certainly 
seems  to  me  to  be  a  good  business  invest¬ 
ment  for  our  Government  and  our  peo¬ 
ple  to  make  in  considering  the  welfare 
of  the  people  in  that  part  of  our  State. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  join  my  colleague  in  the  remarks 
he  just  made,  remarks  made  after  he 
personally  just  visited  out  there,  and  see¬ 
ing  this  tragedy  first  hand,  the  loss  in 
lives,  the  loss  of  millions  upon  millions 
of  dollars  worth  of  property. 

Again  I  thank  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  for  his  consideration 
in  this  bill.  I  know  my  colleague  from 
Missouri  would  join  me  also  in  expressing 
our  deep  gratitude  to  the  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  for  his 
understanding  as  to  the  importance  of 
developing  the  water  resources  of  the 
State  of  Missouri. 

MISSOURI  FLOOD  DISASTER  RELIEF 

Mr.  SYMINGTON  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  the  announcement  this 
morning  that  the  President  had  desig¬ 
nated  20  counties  in  northwest  and  west 
central  Missouri  as  emergency  disaster 
area  and  had  allocated  an  initial  grant 
of  $500,000  to  help  repair  and  replace 
publicly  owned  facilities  damaged  or  de¬ 
stroyed  in  last  week’s  flood  was  good 
news. 

But  this  emergency  assistance,  help¬ 
ful  as  it  is,  can  never  replace  the  lives 
lost,  nor  can  it  compensate  for  the  many 
millions  of  dollars  in  private  property 
loss. 

In  an  editorial  last  week,  the  Kansas 
City  Star  stated  that  the  peculiar  poign¬ 
ancy  of  the  latest  area  floods  is  that 
they  struck  hardest  in  two  basins,  the 
Platte  and  Fishing,  just  north  of  Kansas 
City,  where  flood  control  plans  are  now 
awaiting  final  executive  approval  and 
congressional  authorization. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  editorial  from  the  Kansas 
City  Star  be  inserted  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Floods  Dramatize  Need  for  Pending  Dams 

The  peculiar  poignancy  of  the  latest  area 
floods  is  that  they  struck  hardest  on  two 
streams  where  flood  control  plans  now  are 
being  pushed  avidly  after  years  of  inaction. 
The  two  Clay  County  communities  of  Smith- 
ville,  on  the  Little  Platte  River,  and  Mosby, 
on  the  Fishing  River,  took  the  worst  beating 
in  this  week’s  floods. 


Several  years  ago  the  Army  Engineers  made 
preliminary  flood  need  studies  on  the  Platte, 
but  funds  ran  out.  Recently  local  backers 
revived  the  project  and,  with  the  help  of  their 
Congressman,  Representative  William  R. 
Hull,  Jr.,  obtained  additional  survey  funds. 
The  result  was  a  $27  million  program  con¬ 
sisting  of  a  $21  million  reservoir  Just  north 
of  Smithville  and  channel  improvements  on 
both  the  Platte  and  Little  Platte.  Pushed 
vigorously  by  local  interests,  Hull  and  Mis¬ 
souri’s  two  Senators,  the  plan  has  moved 
swiftly  ahead  through  channels  until  now 
it  is  virtually  ready  to  be  inserted  in  a  river 
projects  authorization  bill  before  Congress. 

The  Fishing  River,  a  small  but  very  “flashy” 
(i.e.,  fast  rising)  stream,  long  has  harassed 
Excelsior  Springs.  At  one  time,  several 
years  ago,  the  engineers  could  not  justify  any 
project  there  on  a  benefit-to-cost  ratio. 
But  subsequent  floods,  indicating  a  higher 
probable  frequency,  and  recognition  of  the 
dollar  value  of  other  benefits  from  im¬ 
pounded  streams,  have  changed  the  picture. 
A  plan  for  two  small  reservoirs  just  upstream 
from  Excelsior  is  in  the  works,  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  Missouri  and  should  clear  the 
Army  Engineers  in  time  to  make  this  year’s 
biennial  authorization  bill. 

But  the  tragic,  obvious  fact  is  that  dams 
and  levees  not  yet  built  cannot  stem  to¬ 
day’s  floods,  however  rapidly  they  now  are 
being  pushed  toward  construction.  The 
Platte  and  Fishing  River  flood  projects  are 
at  best,  3  or  4  years  away.  Planning  and 
construction  take  time,  however  eager  the 
supporters  of  the  work  may  be  to  see  them 
finished. 

Not  everywhere  has  help  come  too  late. 
As  the  current  pattern  of  soaking  rains  con¬ 
tinues  almost  every  night  in  July,  area 
residents  are  reminded  of  1951  and  the 
catastrophic  flood  that  finally  moved  down 
the  Kaw  and  other  rivers  that  year. 

This  summer  such  Kansas  dams  as  Tuttle 
Creek,  Pomona,  and  John  Redmond — com¬ 
pleted  since  1951 — have  broken  the  back  of 
developing  major  floods.  But  in  northwest 
Missouri,  moving  fast  but  late  into  the  flood 
protection  field,  the  works  on  the  drawing 
board  are  not  in  time  to  handle  this  sum¬ 
mer’s  floods.  It  is  a  bitter  dose  for  the 
families,  farmers  and  businessmen  who  once 
more  have  had  to  flee  in  boats,  leaving  be¬ 
hind  heavy  losses.  Their  spirit,  however, 
may  have  been  best  expressed  by  a  Smith¬ 
ville  merchant  who  was  asked  this  week  if 
the  frequent  sandbagging  of  his  store  front 
and  cleaning  up  the  muck  and  mess  after¬ 
ward  didn’t  grow  wearisome.  “We  can  take 
it  if  we  know  help  is  on  the  way,”  he  said. 

With  the  flood  plans  now  before  Congress, 
help  is  on  the  way.  Somewhat  late,  perhaps, 
taut  some  year  soon  this  scourge  of  flood  will 
be  laid  to  rest  on  the  Platte  and  Fishing 
Rivers. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
plans  for  the  Platte  and  Fishing  Rivers 
have  not  yet  reached  the  Congress,  but 
we  hope  that  they  will  be  coming  from 
the  Army  in  time  so  that  they  can  be 
included  in  this  year’s  omnibus  author¬ 
ization  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  since 
I  made  a  few  remarks,  I  had  the  clerk 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Appropriations 
dealing  with  public  works  obtain  some 
data  for  me.  I  would  like  to  call  to  the 
attention  of  my  good  friend  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  the  fact  that  there  have 
been  4,189  projects  authorized  prior  to 
this  bill. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
from  Wisconsin  to  these  figures.  In 
the  past,  4,189  projects  have  been  au¬ 
thorized.  Of  that  number,  3,005  have 
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been  completed;  552  of  the  4,189  were  de¬ 
ferred  or  are  carried  as  inactive  because 
the  Subcommittee  on  Public  Works  of 
the  Committees  on  Appropriations,  after 
examining  into  many  of  the  projects, 
asked  the  corps  to  review  their  backlog 
of  authorized  projects  and  reclassify 
those  projects  where  the  benefit-cost 
ratio  was  not  up  to  standard.  Projects 
that  did  not  meet  those  standards  were 
then  deferred.  That  has  been  going  on 
for  as  long  as  public  works  have  been 
constructed. 

Of  all  the  projects  named  in  the  bill, 
as  many  as  10  percent  may  not  be 
built  because,  when  the  final  studies  are 
made  and  the  engineering  features  re¬ 
fined,  it  may  be  found  that  the  benefit- 
cost  ratio  is  no  longer  favorable. 

As  I  have  said,  of  4,189  projects  au¬ 
thorized,  only  3,637  have  been  completed 
or  are  now  in  the  process  of  being  con¬ 
structed;  552  projects  having  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2.5  billion  have  been  in¬ 
activated  because  the  benefit-cost  ra¬ 
tio  was  not  what  it  should  have  been 
or  the  requirements  of  local  coopera¬ 
tion  have  not  been  met. 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  question  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Lousiana  is  a  discriminat¬ 
ing,  fair,  competent  chairman  of  his  sub¬ 
committee,  just  as  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  is  of  his  committee.  I  am  sure 
they  apply  the  rules  fairly  and  refuse 
to  approve  projects  which  do  not  have  a 
favorable  benefit-cost  ratio. 

I  am  speaking  about  the  rule  that  de¬ 
termines  what  is  a  fair  benefit-cost  ra¬ 
tio.  I  still  maintain  that  my  position 
has  not  been  challenged,  namely,  that 
the  rule  is  not  realistic;  it  does  not  tell 
the  taxpayer  or  Congress  what  the  bene¬ 
fits  really  are  and  what  the  costs  really 
are. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  been 
extremely  fair  and  competent  within  the 
rules;  but  I  question  the  rules. 

I  am  sympathetic  toward  the  views  of 
the  distinguished  Senators  from  Mis¬ 
souri  concerning  the  conditions  that  con¬ 
front  their  State.  Wisconsin,  too,  earlier 
this  year  suffered  terrible  flood  and  tor¬ 
nado  damage  and  loss  of  life.  I  deplore 
the  loss  of  human  life.  How  can  one 
evaluate  the  loss  of  life?  He  cannot. 
The  value  of  a  life  that  is  lost  is  infinite. 

I  heartily  approve  of  flood  control 
projects;  but  if  we  are  to  operate  in 
an  economic,  sensible  way,  we  ought  to 
apply  sensible,  economic  criteria,  and 
stick  to  them,  so  that  we  will  know  what 
we  are  going  to  do. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Proxmire  1. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object - 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  order  for  the  quorum  call 
is  rescinded. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
order  for  the  quorum  call  has  already 
been  rescinded. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  earlier 
this  afternoon,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  telephoned  by  office  with  respect 
to  the  Tahquitz  project,  included  by  the 
courtesy  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  I  am  the  author  of  the  Tahquitz 
legislation,  which  passed  Congress  sev¬ 
eral  years  ago.  It  is  located  in  an  arid 
part  of  the  county  of  Riverside  in  my 
State.  There  will  be  a  local  contribution 
geared  to  the  percentage  of  real  property 
in  the  area  over  which  the  Tahquitz 
project  would  operate. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  finds  that  the 
property  is  not  so  large  as  it  once  was; 
therefore,  it  will  be  required  to  contribute 
the  charge  to  the  local  area  when  the 
Tahquitz  project  is  under  consideration. 

It  is  the  Corps  of  Engineers  that 
recommends  this  language,  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California.  The  language  I 
propose  to  offer  as  an  amendment  reads : 

At  the  appropriate  place  in  the  bill — 

Which  is  on  page  30 — 
at  the  conclusion  of  line  11,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  language:  “Provided,  That  the 
amount  of  local  contribution  required  due 
to  enhancement  of  land  shall  be  reduced 
by  the  amount  of  contribution  determined 
on  lands  under  Indian  ownership  at  the  time 
of  project  authorization  and  not  subject  to 
taxation  due  to  Federal  statutory  restrictions. 
The  amount  of  contribution  on  this  basis 
is  presently  estimated  at  $508,000.” 

I  repeat  to  Senators,  and  particularly 
to  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
committee  [Mr.  McNamara],  that  this 
project  is  recommended  by  the  Corps  of 
Army  Engineers.  On  that  basis,  I  ask 
the  chairman  to  consider  accepting  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  the 
request  comes  very  late. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  This  amendment 
was  not  presented  at  the  hearings  before 
the  committee. 

I  do  not  for  a  moment  question  the 
statement  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  approved  it.  But  we  have  had 
clearance  from  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  every  project  in  the  bill  before 
us,  and  to  accept  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  California  would  be  out  of 
character  considering  the  criteria  that 
we  have  been  using  today. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  do  not  believe  it 
would  be.  I  merely  ask  that  the  chair¬ 
man  consider  taking  the  amendment. 
I  apologize  for  bringing  this  up  at  this 
late  moment. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  House  has  not 
acted  on  a  bill.  The  House  has  started 
hearings  on  these  projects.  I  would 
think  that  the  amendment  could  be 


offered  during  House  consideration  of 
this  measure  and  by  the  time  the  bill  is 
put  before  the  House,  it  could  be 
amended. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  know  how  a  representative  of  any 
area  in  the  country  would  legislate  if  the 
the  circumstances  and  the  exigencies 
surrounding  the  situation  were  to  result 
in  a  last  moment  recommendation  by  the 
agency  charged  with  the  responsibility 
of  making  this  construction. 

I  am  doing  what  the  Senator  would  do 
if  he  were  in  my  situation. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  responsible 
downtown  agency  in  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  would  make  the  recommendation. 
I  would  try  to  have  the  amendment 
agreed  to  in  the  House,  if  I  were  in  the 
position  of  the  Senator. 

It  would  be  a  month  before  the  meas¬ 
ure  would  get  through  the  House.  It  is 
almost  certain  of  passage  in  the  House. 

I  should  think  that  the  Army  Engi¬ 
neers  would  have  taken  the  matter  up 
with  our  committee  with  the  House. 

The  provision  can  easily  and  properly 
be  included  in  the  bill  there. 

We  have  had  no  opportunity  to  study 
this  amendment  or  to  hear  any  testi¬ 
mony  on  it.  We  would  like  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  hear  testimony  concern¬ 
ing  the  proposal  in  the  committee  before 
arguing  to  it.  I  believe  the  Senator 
understands  how  we  feel. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  calling  of  the  quorum  I  had  a  fur¬ 
ther  discussion  with  the  Senator  from 
Michigan. 

I  came  to  the  Chamber  a  few  moments 
ago,  after  my  staff  had  received  this  rec¬ 
ommendation  from  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  based  on  its  own  up-to-the- 
moment  survey  of  the  data  surrounding 
the  Tahquitz  project. 

The  distinguished  and  able  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  made  the  point  that 
since  no  hearings  were  held  by  a  Sen¬ 
ate  committee,  he  would  hope  that  the 
amendment  might  be  considered  before 
the  House  committee. 

I  believe  that,  in  bringing  this  matter 
to  the  attention  of  the  Senate,  I  have 
tried  to  discharge  my  responsibility  as 
a  Senator  to  my  State  and,  in  particular, 
to  this  area  of  my  State.  This  project 
was  authorized  because  of  legislation 
which  I  introduced  several  years  ago. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  most  sympathetic  toward  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator.  I  know  of  his  great 
interest  in  the  project.  I  know  of  his 
activities  in  past  years  in  connection  with 
this  matter*.  However,  we  are  advised 
that  the  House  is  to  start  hearings  on 
the  bill  immediately. 


There  will  be  every  opportunity  for 
the  Senator  to  have  his  amendment  con¬ 
sidered  and  included  in  the  bill. 

There  will  be  no  problem.  I  ask  the 
Senator  to  give  us  an  opportunity  to  per¬ 
mit  the  departments  and  agencies  to 
make  recommendations. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  comment  of  the  Senator. 

I  read  my  amendment.  I  did  not  of¬ 
fer  it.  Rather  than  raise  a  needless  con¬ 
troversy,  particularly  in  view  of  the 
comments  which  the  able  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  made,  I  do  not  intend  to 
offer  the  amendment. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  is  recog¬ 
nized. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  yield  so 
that  we  may  have  a  third  reading  of  the 
bill  before  discussing  another  matter? 

NAVIGATION  ON  THE  MISSOURI  BETWEEN  YANK¬ 
TON  AND  SIOUX  CITY  AND  OTHER  SOUTH 

DAKOTA  PROJECTS 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  I 
had  intended  to  offer  an  amendment  to 
the  Omnibus  Public  Works  Act  of  1965. 
The  amendment  would,  in  addition  to 
the  projects  already  included  in  the  bill 
by  the  committee,  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  Corps  of  Engineers  navi¬ 
gation  and  bank  stabilization  program 
on  the  Missouri  River  from  Sioux  City, 
Iowa,  to  Yankton,  S.  Dak.  After  dis¬ 
cussing  the  amendment  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee,  Senator  McNa¬ 
mara,  I  will  not  offer  the  amendment 
now.  He  tells  me  that  the  committee 
cannot  accept  the  proposal  until  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  Board  of  Review  and 
other  Government  agencies  complete 
their  review. 

By  way  of  explanation,  let  me  say 
that  under  the  original  Missouri  Basin 
plan,  the  corps  had  envisioned  naviga¬ 
tion  on  the  Missouri  from  the  point 
where  it  enters  the  Mississippi  near  St. 
Louis  as  far  north  as  Yankton,  S.  Dak. 
Just  north  of  Yankton  the  first  of  the 
Missouri  great  mainstem  dams,  the 
Gavins  Point  Dam,  is  located.  Beyond 
this  dam  lies  the  Gavins  Point  Reservoir 
and  beyond  it,  lies  the  other  great  reser¬ 
voirs  in  South  Dakota  and  North  Da¬ 
kota. 

To  date,  authorized  navigation  and 
bank  stabilization  projects  reach  as  far 
north  as  Sioux  City,  Iowa.  The  Missouri 
is  largely  operative  for  navigation  as  far 
north  as  Omaha  and  the  river  reach  be¬ 
tween  Omaha  and  Sioux  City  is  presently 
under  construction  and  is  partially  op¬ 
erative. 

The  corps  has  completed  its  studies 
and  investigations  on  this  project  and 
has  found  it  to  be  feasible.  The  project 
has  been  reported  favorably  to  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  here  in  Washington,  bear¬ 
ing  a  benefit-cost  ratio  cf  1.06  to  1,  with 
an  estimated  potential  cost  of  $57,782,000 
of  which  $333,000  is  non-Federal. 

The  river  distance  between  Sioux  City 
and  Yankton  is  77  miles  and  the  project 
is  twofold,  involving  the  stabilization  of 
the  riverbank  and  the  construction  of  a 
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300-foot  channel,  9  feet  deep.  It  essen¬ 
tially  would  be  based  on  proven  works  of 
the  type  constructed  below  Sioux  City. 
Presently,  a  bank  stabilization  project 
ends  at  Kenslers  Bend  above  Sioux  City 
and  for  64  miles  the  river  width  varies 
from  1,200  to  5,000  feet,  averaging  2,600 
feet.  Each  year  many  acres  of  rich 
South  Dakota  farmland  is  contributed  to 
the  river  through  bank  erosion.  This 
project  would  stabilize  the  bank  by  dikes 
and  revetments  and  would  contract  the 
river  to  600  feet.  The  corps  has  found 
the  production  capability  of  agricultural 
lands  in  the  meander  belt  to  be  substan¬ 
tially  in  excess  of  current  production 
levels.  The  project  would  not  only  re¬ 
lease  many  valuable  acres  for  agricul¬ 
ture,  but  it  would  remove  flood  and 
meander  threats,  thus  stabilizing  exist¬ 
ing  land  values  and  allow  realistic  bank 
and  insurance  company  financing  all 
along  this  stretch  of  the  river. 

The  corps  conservatively  estimates 
that  if  the  project  proceeds  on  schedule, 
by  1975  over  68,000  tons  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  would  probably  move  in  and  out 
of  the  port  of  Yankton  and  a  further 
projection  for  50  years  indicates  a  prob¬ 
able  movement  of  1.5  million  tons  an¬ 
nually.  Adequate  plans  for  the  mitiga¬ 
tion  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  have  been 
included  by  the  corps  and  it  is  my  under¬ 
standing  from  corps  officials  that  minor 
revisions  can  be  adequately  dealt  with  in 
cooperation  with  appropriate  State  and 
Federal  agencies. 

Mr.  President,  over  the  years  the  Upper 
Great  Plains  has  contributed  its  land  for 
reservoir  uses  and  flood  control  protec¬ 
tion.  The  commercial  development  of 
the  river  has  now  been  authorized  and 
constructed  as  far  north  as  Sioux  City, 
Iowa.  South  Dakota  needs  and  deserves 
fair  and  equal  treatment — it  needs  every 
stimulus  to  expand  its  economic  re¬ 
sources.  At  the  present  time  we  depend 
on  a  one-industry  economy  for  surviv¬ 
al — agriculture.  In  large  terms  we 
neither  process  our  agricultural  products 
nor  do  we  distribute  them.  This  project 
can  encourage  industrial  growth  in 
South  Dakota.  By  making  inexpensive 
water  transportation  available,  we  can 
not  only  export  raw  agricultural  prod¬ 
ucts  but  encourage  processors  of  these 
products  to  locate  in  South  Dakota  and 
have  direct  transportation  outlets  avail¬ 
able  all  along  the  Missouri-Mississippi 
complex  as  far  south  as  New  Orleans. 

Mr.  President,  South  Dakota  wants 
and  needs  this  project  authorized  now. 
Already  the  ports  to  the  south  are  plan¬ 
ning  and  locating  their  industrial  com¬ 
plexes  near  and  around  the  river  ports. 
Sioux  City  and  Omaha  Chambers  of 
Commerce  are  laboring  night  and  day 
to  attract  grain  processors  to  their  com¬ 
munities.  Yankton  and  the  adjacent 
areas  in  South  Dakota  and  Nebraska 
should  have  this  same  opportunity.  We 
know  that  the  corps  wants  to  complete 
its  plan  for  navigation  and  stabilization 
to  its  northernmost  point.  To  wait 
another  2,  3,  or  4  years  for  another  omni¬ 
bus  bill  could  prove  to  disadvantage 
South  Dakota  interests  seriously.  Indus¬ 
try  needs  to  know  what  the  Government 
intends  to  do  in  the  field  of  public  works 
to  implement  its  long-term  expansion 


programs  and  South  Dakota  needs  this 
project  authorized  by  the  Congress  in 
order  to  fulfill  the  hopes  and  dreams  of 
its  people.  During  the  period  1950-60, 
when  average  personal  income  increased 
on  a  national  scale  by  120  percent,  South 
Dakota’s  average  was  only  60  percent. 
We  desperately  need  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  such  as  the  one  which  forms  the 
subject  of  this  amendment  if  we  are  to 
move  forward  with  the  rest  of  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara] 
could  accept  my  amendment,  but  I  real¬ 
ize  that  the  committee  is  awaiting  prop¬ 
er  reports  from  the  Federal  agencies. 
I  am  pleased  that  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  has  assured  me  that  he  will 
work  with  me  in  securing  prompt  han¬ 
dling  of  the  legislation  when  the  reports, 
which  have  not  arrived  as  early  as  I  had 
anticipated,  are  available. 

Mr.  President,  in  addition  to  my  re¬ 
marks  regarding  the  Missouri  River 
navigation  project,  allow  me  to  express 
my  deep  gratitude  for  two  programs  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  which  affect  South 
Dakota. 

The  Big  Sioux  River  flood  control 
project,  which  is  a  part  of  the  bill  as 
reported,  is  urgently  needed  in  my  State. 
The  amendment  which  the  Senate  ac¬ 
cepted  to  this  project,  I  am  sure,  can 
be  worked  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
corps  and  the  sovereign  States  of  Iowa 
and  South  Dakota. 

Let  me  also  applaud  the  Big  Stone 
Lake- Whetstone  River  project  in  South 
Dakota  and  Minnesota.  Big  Stone  Lake 
is  a  major  recreation  spot  in  South 
Dakota  and  is  in  dire  need  of  assistance 
to  maintain  the  lake  level  and  improve 
the  wildlife  habitat  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
fowl.  I  am  confident  that  authorization 
of  the  project  will  receive  the  enthusias¬ 
tic  approval  of  conservation  interests 
throughout  the  area. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  call  up  my 
amendment  in  view  of  the  discussion  I 
have  had  with  the  chairman,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara]. 
However,  I  should  like  to  have  assurance 
that  the  Senator  will  do  what  he  can 
and  work  with  me  when  the  reports  are 
in  so  that  we  can  move  the  project  along. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President, 
there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  discussion 
on  the  amendment  concerning  which  the 
Senator  has  spoken.  We  are  sympa¬ 
thetic  toward  the  position  of  the  Senator. 
We  believe  that  his  project  is  a  good 
project.  However,  the  project  has  not 
had  the  approval  of  the  agencies  and 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  have  the 
other  projects  contained  in  the  bill. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  presents  a  situation  simi¬ 
lar  to  that  which  we  have  just  discussed 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
California. 

I  would  hope  on  the  basis  of  our  col¬ 
loquy  we  have  established  that,  after 
appropriate  consideration,  this  project 
will  be  brought  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  assurances  that  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  has  given  me,  I  shall  not 
call  up  my  amendment.  However,  I 
shall  call  on  the  Senator  for  help  to  ex- 
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pedite  the  project  when  the  reports  are 
completed. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  very  happy  to  cooperate  with 
the  Senator.  I  appreciate  his  coopera¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  before 
final  action  is  taken  on  the  bill,  I  express 
my  appreciation  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  to  the 
members  of  the  committee  for  the  work 
which  they  have  done  on.  this  bill  and 
on  previous  bills. 

I  express  my  appreciation  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  who  has  been  so  helpful  in 
dealing  with  projects  in  our  State  and 
in  the  Nation. 

We  have  just  experienced  a  very  dis¬ 
astrous  flood  in  certain  streams  in 
Kansas.  The  heavy  flooding  which  has 
occurred  in  some  parts  of  Kansas  in 
June  and  to  a  lesser  degree  in  July  as 
rains  continued  here  and  there,  can  be 
likened  to  a  depositor’s  statement  we 
periodically  receive  from  our  banks.  In 
other  words,  nature  has  furnished  us  an 
accounting  of  where  we  stand  in  Kansas 
in  the  matter  of  flood  control  and  pro¬ 
tection.  Perhaps  next  year,  possibly 
within  the  summer  at  hand,  an  extreme 
drought  condition  will  furnish  us  a 
checkup  on  what  headway  we  are  mak¬ 
ing  in  the  direction  of  water  reserve  to 
meet  such  conditions. 

Last  June  was  the  wettest  since  the 
disastrous  floods  of  1951.  Quite  nat¬ 
urally  many  of  our  citizens  commented 
on  the  similarity  of  conditions  between 
this  year  and  1951.  There  was  a  similar¬ 
ity  in  the  timing  of  the  rainfall  although 
not  the  intensity  and  volume  of  flood 
impact.  But  there  was  a  great  dissimi¬ 
larity  that  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
weather,  and  that  is  in  the  reservoirs  and 
other  structures  which  have  been  built 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  watershed  program. 

At  the  time  of  the  1951  flood,  only 
Kanopolis  and  Fall  River  and  a  few  other 
structures  were  in  place.  As  of  this  time, 
14  multiple-purpose  reservoirs  with  sub¬ 
stantial  flood  control  allocations  are  in 
place  and  these  are  supplemented  by 
local  protection  at  certain  critical  areas 
and  by  watershed  projects.  It  would 
seem  apparent  that  the  structures  built 
since  1951  would  make  the  likelihood  of 
another  1951  flood  much  less  likely,  and 
that  is  true.  While  the  dams  have  proved 
their  worth  within  the  limits  of  their 
respective  areas  of  influence,  there  is, 
however,  on  the  red  side  of  the  ledger  a 
total  of  some  millions  of  dollars  of  dam¬ 
age  in  areas  where  reservoir  and  other 
works  needs  to  be  accomplished. 

Heaviest  damage  within  the  State,  as 
most  of  us  know,  was  recorded  along  the 
Arkansas  River  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
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Albuquerque  district  of  the  corps  ex¬ 
tending  eastward  to  Great  Bend.  Al¬ 
though  the  John  Martin  Reservoir  on  the 
Arkansas  60  miles  into  Colorado  effec¬ 
tively  reduced  flood  crests  for  some  dis¬ 
tance  downriver,  there  was  nothing  in 
place  in  the  way  of  reservoirs  in  the 
Arkansas  Valley  in  Kansas  to  team  up 
with  John  Martin,  and  with  local  pro¬ 
tection  and  flood  fighting  at  various 
communities  along  the  way.  Local  pro¬ 
tection  works  at  Hutchinson  and  Wich¬ 
ita,  in  the  Tulsa  district  of  the  corps, 
however,  stood  the  test  of  floodwaters. 
A  House  subcommittee  group  recently 
completed  a  study  of  the  flooded  area 
along  the  Arkansas,  and  particularly  at 
Augusta  and  along  Walnut  Creek,  and 
has  urged  more  funds  for  a  corps  study. 
The  Tulsa  district  engineer  has  reported 
that  damage  east  of  Great  Bend  would 
have  been  held  to  considerably  less  had 
projects  now  proposed  been  in  place. 

There  was  flooding  elsewhere  in  Kan¬ 
sas,  but  the  big  news  may  have  been  the 
floods  that  did  not  happen.  At  the  fin¬ 
ished  reservoirs,  Tuttle  Creek,  Pomona, 
Kanopolis,  Fall  River,  John  Redmond, 
Council  Grove,  and  some  Bureau  reser¬ 
voirs,  lake  levels  jumped  up  as  the  high 
waters  poured  into  the  manmade  traps. 
Tuttle  Creek,  for  example,  once  again 
proved  its  effectiveness  in  keeping  Big 
Blue  floodwaters  out  of  the  Kaw.  John 
Redmond,  which  was  the  scene  of  a  dedi¬ 
cation  program  at  the  time  the  flood- 
water  impoundment  was  at  its  peak,  is 
credited  with  preventing  more  than  a 
million  dollars  in  possible  damages  at 
Burlington  and  elsewhere  downstream. 

Although  the  dams,  and  the  local  pro¬ 
tection  works  at  Manhattan,  Topeka,  and 
Salina,  proved  their  worth,  there  was, 
however,  the  matter  of  an  estimated  $6.5 
million  of  flood  damage  mainly  in  areas 
where  reservoir  work  needs  to  be  accom¬ 
plished.  While  Kansas  is  being  bene¬ 
fited  by  the  reservoirs  now  in  place,  and 
others  about  to  come  into  the  picture 
such  as  Milford  and  Wilson  in  the  corps 
complex,  and  the  Bureau’s  Glen  Elder,  it 
is  apparent  there  is  urgent  work  yet  to 
be  done. 

Some  of  the  worst  floods  this  year  have 
resulted  from  spotty  downpours,  local  in 
extent  and  outside  the  range  of  the  reser¬ 
voirs.  These  areas  pointed  up  particu¬ 
larly  the  need  for  local  protection,  either 
supplemental  to  reservoir  control  or 
working  on  its  own. 

At  Ottawa  on  the  Marais  des  Cygnes 
we  had  dramatic  evidence  of  what  flood 
protection  really  means.  This  was  an 
example  of  the  coordinated  efforts  of 
local  works  and  a  reservoir,  in  this  case, 
Pomona.  Without  this  protection,  Ot¬ 
tawa,  which  suffered  so  severely  in  1951 
and  other  floods,  would  be  in  the  cleanup 
stages  from  at  least  two  overflows. 

In  fiscal  year  1965,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  spending  about  $63  million 
on  water  resources  development  in  Kan¬ 
sas,  some  $55  million  more  than  a  decade 
ago  in  1955.  The  total  Federal  invest¬ 
ment  in  Kansas  water  now  totals  more 
than  $470  million.  Fiscal  year  1966,  as 
based  on  the  President’s  budget  and  con¬ 
gressional  action  to  date,  is  expected 
to  reflect  similar  continued  acceleration 
of  water  resources  development  in  the 


State.  The  bulk  of  the  funds  expected 
for  fiscal  year  1966  will  go  into  actual 
construction,  although  a  substantial 
amount  will  be  for  initiation  or  continu¬ 
ation  of  studies.  Some  of  this  money 
will  be  spent  in  areas  which  have  shown 
up  as  trouble  spots  in  the  recent  flood¬ 
ing.  As  population  and  development 
continues,  more  works  now  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  or  visionary  stages,  will  be  added 
to  take  care  of  the  added  demands  of 
flood  control,  water  supply,  and  recrea¬ 
tion.  Some  say  that  by  1975  Kansas  and 
its  visitors  can  use  upward  of  23  com¬ 
pleted  Federal  reservoirs  for  recreation. 

While  flood  control  is  a  primary  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  advent  and  strengthen¬ 
ing  of  the  Federal  reservoir  system  in  the 
various  basins  in  Kansas,  the  size  of  these 
reservoirs  and  the  conservation  lakes 
they  provide  adds  a  new  element  to  rec¬ 
reation  in  the  State.  Kanopolis,  the  first 
of  the  Federal  reservoirs  completed  by 
the  corps  in  1948,  included  a  lake  of 
3,500  acres,  nearly  10  times  as  big  as  the 
previous  largest  nearby  body  of  water. 
Today,  the  14  completed  reservoirs  offer 
over  80,000  acres  of  lake  area  which  are 
being  used  by  several  million  visitors 
annually.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  provide  cer¬ 
tain  facilities  and  cooperate  with  the 
Kansas  Forestry,  Fish,  and  Game  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  Kansas  Park  and  Re¬ 
sources  Authority  in  maintenance  and 
development.  The  authority  has  under¬ 
taken  intensive  development  as  State 
park  areas  at  some  of  the  reservoirs. 

In  addition  it  is  estimated  there  are 
about  70,000  farm  ponds  on  private  farm 
lands  in  Kansas.  These  provide  about 
90,000  acres  of  water  surface  which  in 
many  instances  are  used  for  recreation. 
Also,  lakes  in  place  or  planned  in  orga¬ 
nized  watershed  districts  will  add  upward 
of  10,000  more  acres  of  water.  One  of  the 
outstanding  watershed  developments  is 
the  White  Clay,  Brewery  Creek  Water¬ 
shed  District  which  rings  Atchison  with 
25  small  lakes.  The  watershed  improve¬ 
ment  was  developed  as  a  product  of  joint 
study  and  cooperation  with  the  Corps 
which  has  the  responsibility  for  local 
flood  protection  works  at  Atchison. 

Those  who  have  visited  the  big  reser¬ 
voirs  in  Kansas  or  perhaps  live  nearby 
or  have  business  interests  in  the  area 
must  agree  that  the  recreation  and  tour¬ 
ist  trade  in  the  State  has  become  a 
tremendous  industry.  At  the  same  time, 
some  of  the  reservoirs  will  provide  for 
future  water  supply  as  it  may  be  needed 
by  the  State  for  municipal  and  indus¬ 
trial  uses.  While  we  are  fortunate  in 
having  these  reservoirs  for  impound¬ 
ment  of  flood  waters  at  this  time,  we  are 
doubly  blessed  in  being  able  to  capture 
some  of  the  water  for  the  dry  periods 
which  inevitably  come  around  in  na¬ 
ture’s  cycle  of  events. 

We  have  a  splendid  water  resources 
program  well  underway  in  Kansas.  We 
realize  too  that  the  future  growth  and 
development  of  this  area  of  the  country 
is  going  to  be  determined  by  the  amount 
of  water  we  can  control,  and  subsequent¬ 
ly  put  to  beneficial  use.  I  am  privileged 
to  be  part  of  the  team  which  has  put  a 
sound  and  progressive  water  develop¬ 
ment  program  on  the  road.  The  State 
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itself  has  been  fortunate  in  having  had 
good  leadership  able  to  see  the  long- 
range  picture.  The  Kansas  Governors, 
the  legislature,  the  water  resources 
board  and  the  congressional  delegations, 
have,  in  cooperation  with  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  representatives  of  such 
groups  as  Mo-Ark  and  local  chambers  of 
commerce,  directed  efforts  toward  mold¬ 
ing  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the 
State.  This  procedure  has  provided  ex¬ 
cellent  working  relationship  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  and  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  and  all  State  and  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  concerned. 

While  we  are  passing  out  credits  for 
those  instrumental  in  advancing  our 
water  resources  program,  we  must  not 
overlook  a  prime  contributor  to  this  ef¬ 
fort,  and  that  is  the  farm  owner,  or  per¬ 
haps  the  small  home  owner,  who  re¬ 
locates  in  order  to  make  room  for  reser¬ 
voirs  and  other  improvements.  While  he 
is  paid  for  this  dislocation,  and  in  many 
cases  finds  himself  better  off  as  to 
finances  and  living  conditions  if  he  is 
able  to  locate  in  the  general  area  of  a 
reservoir,  he  is,  in  my  book,  an  unsung 
hero  in  this  age  of  advancement. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  ample  proof 
that  we  can  save  many  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  as  a  result  of  the  reservoirs  that 
have  been  constructed.  I  am  very  hope¬ 
ful  that  further  projects  of  this  kind  can 
be  constructed  and  carried  out  in  order 
that  we  may  further  protect  the  damaged 
communities  and  our  rural  areas. 

I  appeciate  very  much  the  progress 
that  we  have  made  and  look  forward  to 
further  progress. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
attention  to  a  recommendation  made  by 
the  committee  with  respect  to  the  cost 
sharing  guidelines  presented  in  S.  1229 
with  reference  to  multiple-purpose 
projects. 

This  question  was  alluded  to  a  few 
minutes  ago  during  the  debate  on  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana 
commented  on  the  guidelines,  as  did 
the  Senator  from  Michigan.  I  would  like 
to  comment  on  this  subject  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  interpretation,  particularly  with 
respect  to  future  action  of  the  agencies 
of  the  Federal  Government  when  ques¬ 
tions  of  authorizations  and  appropria¬ 
tions  of  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  may 
arise. 

I  see  in  the  Chamber  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf], 
who  expressed  great  interest  in  this 
matter  in  the  committee  and  helped 
write  the  committee  recommendations.  I 
would  like  to  read  into  the  Record  from 
page  14  of  the  report;  its  recommenda¬ 
tions  ; 

Application  of  cost-sharing  guidelines  to 
non-Pederal  public  bodies  in  connection  with 
flood  control  projects:  The  committee  notes 
its  strong  desire  that  the  guidelines  proposed 
for  Federal  multiple-purpose  water  resource 
projects  in  S.  1229  be  applied  by  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  executive  branch  with 
flexibility  in  regard  to  flood  protection  pro¬ 
grams  developed  by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers.  In  particular,  the  committee 
calls  attention  to  the  burden  that  would 
be  imposed  on  many  non-Federal  public 
bodies  by  requiring  them  to  share  the  sep- 
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arable  costs  attributable  to  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement.  The  inabil¬ 
ity  of  such  non-Federal  public  bodies  to 
share  in  these  costs  would  result  in  the 
denial  of  needed  flood  control  facilities  re¬ 
quired  to  protect  lives  and  property  and 
communities. 

In  this  regard,  the  committee  also  notes 
the  intent  of  the  Senate,  as  developed  in 
the  debate  at  the  time  of  adoption  of  the 
conference  report  on  S.  1229  on  June  25, 
1965,  that  flood  projection  projects  under 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  involving  recom¬ 
mendations  about  agreements  with  non- 
Federal  public  bodies,  be  submitted  by  the 
executive  agencies  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  this  committee  for  decisions  on 
authorization  and  for  recommendation  to 
the  Senate.  This  intent  most  certainly 
represents  the  feelings  of  the  members  of 
this  committee. 

Further,  the  committee  recognizes  the 
benefits  which  come  from  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  it  encour¬ 
ages  such  development.  It  does  feel,  how¬ 
ever,  that  it  would  be  wrong  to  deny  flood 
protection  facilities  to  communities  and 
river  basins  because  of  guidelines  established 
and  administered  by  the  executive  agencies 
of  the  Federal  Government.  The  consider¬ 
ation  and  authorization  of  these  facilities 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  Congress,  and  the 
committee  does  not  want  these  guidelines 
used  to  make  impossible  the  congressional 
consideration  of  projects  and  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  funds  for  such  projects.  Inability 
of  non-Federal  public  bodies  to  share  in  the 
allocation  of  costs  made  in  plans  developed 
by  executive  agencies  should  not  result  in 
the  denial  of  flood  protection  afforded  by 
projects  which  affect  the  areas  involved. 

Mr.  President,  for  the  purpose  of  pro¬ 
viding  the  background  for  this  recom¬ 
mendation,  I  call  attention  to  the  fact 
that  S.  1229,  a  bill  requested  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  reported  by  the  Committee 
on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  has  been 
approved  by  the  Congress.  This  bill 
would  apply  to  multiple-purpose  proj¬ 
ects,  those  developed  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  as  well  as  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation.  The  bill  called  for  one-half 
of  the  separable  costs  attributable  to  rec¬ 
reation  benefits  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  to  be  borne  by  what  are  called 
non-Federal  public  bodies. 

In  a  colloquy  between  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  and 
myself,  on  June  25,  1965,  we  attempted 
to  outline  his  interpretation  of  the  guide¬ 
lines. 

It  was  his  interpretation  that  “non- 
Federal  public  bodies”  did  not  mean  sole¬ 
ly  the  community  or  communities  near¬ 
est  the  project  which  might  enjoy  rec¬ 
reational  benefits  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  benefits.  The  Senator 
stated  that  the  term  “non-Federal  pub¬ 
lic  bodies”  could  include  the  State  it¬ 
self,  and  such  other  public  bodies  as 
might  be  organized  by  the  State  as  well 
as  near  local  communities.  He  said,  fur¬ 
ther,  that  there  would  be  a  period — as 
I  remember,  about  10  years — after  the 
authorization  of  a  project  during  which 
the  details  of  an  arrangement  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  one-half  of  the  separable  costs 
could  be  worked  out  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  appropriate  non-Fed¬ 
eral  public  body,  which  might  be  the 
State  itself. 

It  was  his  further  understanding,  that 
in  the  event  that  one-half  of  the  separa¬ 
ble  cost  was  imposed  upon  a  non-Federal 
public  body,  the  cost  could  be  amortized 


over  a  period  of  50  years,  as  could  the 
project  itself,  and  if  the  non-Federal 
public  body  desired,  it  could  recover  its 
portion  of  the  separable  costs — one- 
half — by  the  imposition  of  fees. 

In  the  colloquy  I  called  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  strict  imposition  of 
these  guide  lines  might  deny  the  pro¬ 
vision  and  construction  of  necessary 
flood  control  projects.  The  Senator 
from  Washington  said  that  he  did  not 
believe  that  it  was  intended  to  be  so  in¬ 
flexibly  applied  that  it  would  deny  the 
construction  of  needed  flood  protection 
facilities. 

In  our  Public  Works  Committee,  in 
discussing  this  problem,  it  was  the  agree¬ 
ment  of  the  committee  that  the  Federal 
agencies  would  be  expected  to  apply  the 
guidelines  with  reasonable  flexibility  so 
as  not  to  deny  communities  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  go  ahead  with  construction  of 
necessary  flood  protection.  We  agreed 
that  flood  protection  is  imperative. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Met¬ 
calf]  made  a  very  strong  statement  on 
the  subject,  and  the  recommendation  ar¬ 
rived  at  between  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  and  myself  was  approved  by  the 
committee. 

I  bring  this  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  Senate.  I  wanted  it  to  appear  in 
the  Record  so  that  the  interpretation 
and  intention  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works  would  be  understood 
by  the  executive  department,  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  and  by  other  agencies  which 
must  give  their  approval  to  the  author¬ 
ization  and  appropriations  of  Corps  of 
Engineers  projects. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  are  a  num¬ 
ber  of  members  of  the  Senate  committee 
and  members  of  the  Senate  staff  who 
would  agree  with  the  language  of  the  bill 
before  the  Senate.  S.  1229  was  clearly 
a  bill  dealing  with  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife.  It  did  not  deal  with  flood 
control.  Therefore,  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  how  it  could  deal  with  flood  con¬ 
trol  projects. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Let  us  assume  the  chief 
purpose  of  a  project  is  flood  protection. 
Let  us  consider  a  dam  necessary  to  be 
constructed  above  a  city  or  small  com¬ 
munity  to  give  flood  protection  to  the 
city  and  downstream  communities.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  might  find,  consider¬ 
ing  only  flood  protection,  that  the  cost- 
benefit  ratio  was  1  to  0.9;  and  therefore 
it  could  not  recommend  the  facility  for 
authorization. 

But  by  giving  some  benefit  for  recrea¬ 
tion  and  the  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  it  might  reach  1  to  1.2,  and  it 
could  be  approved  for  flood  protection. 
The  point  I  make  is  that  if  the  guide¬ 
line  of  S.  1229  is  inflexibly  applied,  in 
demand  for  payment  of  one-half  of  costs, 
they  could  not  include  the  needed  recrea¬ 
tional  benefits  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  necessary  to  secure  a  favor¬ 
able  cost-benefit  ratio.  Thus  the  con¬ 
struction  of  needed  flood  protection  could 
be  denied. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  was  consid¬ 
ered.  The  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  felt  that  if 


a  project  could  not  stand  on  its  own  feet, 
we  should  not  pad  it  with  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  in  order  to  make  it  look  good. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  was  the  whole 
purpose  of  it. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  has  been  the  po¬ 
sition  of  the  agency,  but  we  will  let  the 
interpretation,  as  we  see  it,  speak  for 
itself.  The  Public  Works  Committee  does 
not  want  to  see  consideration  or  con¬ 
struction  of  greatly  needed  flood  protec¬ 
tion  facilities  under  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  slowed  or  stopped  or  denied,  and 
that  is  our  purpose. 

Mr.  BAYH.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  praise 
the  diligence  of  the  Chairman  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  [Mr. 
McNamara]  in  shaping  and  molding  the 
omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill  of  1965. 

The  authorization  for  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  and  flood  control  projects,  which  I 
am  confident  the  Senate  will  approve, 
represents  an  investment — an  invest¬ 
ment,  Mr.  President,  in  human  life  and 
property. 

Every  project  authorized  in  this  bill 
will  bring  returns  which  will  significantly 
exceed  the  funds  that  will  be  invested  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  by  the  sev¬ 
eral  States. 

As  for  Indiana,  Mr.  President,  this  is 
the  greatest  authorization  in  history. 
Some  years  ago,  some  short-sighted  lead¬ 
ers  in  my  State  tried  to  convince  the  peo¬ 
ple  that  they  should  not  accept  Federal 
assistance  for  these  projects.  Needless 
to  say,  the  State  was  not  able  to  shoulder 
alone  the  terrible  financial  burden  of 
constructing  flood  control  facilities  and 
reservoirs.  As  a  result,  Hoosiers  fell  be¬ 
hind  the  Nation  in  its  efforts  at  con¬ 
servation  and  failed  to  protect  itself 
against  the  ravages  of  floods. 

Today,  Mr.  President,  I  am  pleased  to 
say  that  this  has  all  changed.  We  in 
Indiana  today  understand  the  need  for 
conservation,  for  flood  control  projects, 
for  reservoirs,  for  the  recreational  bene¬ 
fits  that  accrue  to  us  from  these  projects. 

Through  coordinated  and  cooperative 
efforts  on  the  part  of  our  State  govern¬ 
ment,  private  conservation  groups  in 
Indiana,  and  our  delegation  in  Congress, 
Indiana  today  can  say  that  of  all  50 
States,  we  rank  sixth  in  the  dollars  au¬ 
thorized  for  flood  control  and  rivers  and 
harbors  in  this  1965  bill. 

We  can  say  today  that  of  the  more 
than  $98  million  in  Federal  funds  author¬ 
ized  for  Indiana  in  this  bill,  we  have 
four  major  dam  and  reservoir  projects 
and  a  major  deepwater  port  project. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  President,  these 
things  just  do  not  happen  by  themselves. 
They  result  from  hard  and  diligent  study 
and  unceasing  work  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee  and  the 
many  people  in  this  Nation  who  care 
enough  about  our  natural  resources  to 
attempt  to  preserve  them  today  for  the 
generations  of  tomorrow. 

Again,  Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to 
thank  my  distinguished  chairman,  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara] 
for  his  untiring  efforts  in  this  field.  I 
am  proud  to  be  a  member  of  his  com¬ 
mittee  and  to  have  been  able  to  con¬ 
tribute  in  my  own  limited  way  to  this 
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great  and  comprehensive  contribution  to 
the  future  of  America. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  It  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  (S.  2300)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  was  read 
the  third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

S.  2300 

An  act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works 
on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes 
Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Bouse  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  im¬ 
provement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the 
conditions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter 
designated:  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of 
section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  ap¬ 
proved  March  2,  1945  (Public  Law  Numbered 
14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session), 
shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  au¬ 
thorized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures 
therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  pro¬ 
posals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement 
for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall 
apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full: 

Navigation 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston 
Harbor,  Massachusetts:  House  Document 
Numbered  247,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $12,500,000; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode 
Island:  Senate  Document  Numbered  93, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $13,900,000; 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels- 
Entrance  to  Ball  Van  Hull  from  Upper  New 
York  Bay:  House  Document  Numbered  108, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,581,000; 

New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage 
Areas) :  Senate  Document  Numbered  17, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $44,852,000; 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Mary¬ 
land:  House  Document  Numbered  225, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $323,000; 

Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk 
Harbor,  Hampton  Roads,  Virginia:  House 
Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,095,000; 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor; 
and  Thimble  Shoal  Channel,  Virginia :  House 
Document  Numbered  187,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,600,000; 

Hampton  Creek,  Virginia :  House  Document 
Numbered  201,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
modification  of  items  of  local  cooperation; 

Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,510,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  226,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,112,000; 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  214,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,484,000; 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  74,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,104,000; 


Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Flor¬ 
ida:  House  Document  Numbered  91,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,093,000; 

East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mex¬ 
ico  into  Choctawhatchee  Bay,  Florida:  House 
Document  Numbered  194,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000; 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  94,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $625,000; 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  327,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $262,000; 

Mermentau  River,  Louisiana:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  239,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,690,000; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  151,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,000:  Provided, 
That  in  order  to  compensate  for  existing  low 
water  levels  in  Lake  Huron,  an  additional 
increment  of  one  foot  in  channel  depth  is 
hereby  authorized; 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  16,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimate  cost  of  $237,000; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan;  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  301,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $563,000; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document 
Numbered  240,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $437,000; 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan:  House 
Document  Numbered — ,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $664,000; 

Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  352,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $235,000; 

West  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  245,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $544,000; 

Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  227,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  160,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,000,- 
000:  Provided,  That  any  funds  appropriated 
for  the  construction  of  this  project  shall  not 
be  utilized  until  such  time  as  the  Indiana 
dunes  have  been  preserved  and  protected  as 
a  national  lakeshore  by  Act  of  Congress. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  217,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,254,000; 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California: 
House  Document  Numbered  208,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$46,853,000; 

Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  106,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $853,000; 

Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor, 
California:  House  Document  Numbered  148, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,380,000; 

Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered  76,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  maintenance; 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  62,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $696,000; 

Chetco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  21,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,308,000; 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,000,000; 

John  Day  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and 
Washington:  Senate  Document  Numbered  28, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $676,000; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House 
Document  Numbered  147,  Eighty-eighth 

Congress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors  for 
light-draft  vessels,  Hawaii:  House  Document 
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Numbered  353,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000; 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  68,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Har¬ 
bor,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $9,928,000; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  75,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,291,000; 

Beach  erosion 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House 
Document  Numbered  228,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  186,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  325,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina: 
House  Document  Numbered  323,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$319,000; 

Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document 
Numbered  159,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $392,000; 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House 
Document  Numbered  107,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $572,400; 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document 
Numbered  104,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $2,490,000. 

Sec.  102.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  hereby  authorized  to  reimburse  local  in¬ 
terests  for  such  work  done  by  them  on  the 
beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  or  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  initiation  of  the  studies 
which  form  the  basis  for  the  projects:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  provisions  of  section  103  of 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  October  23, 
1962  (Public  Law  874,  Eighty-seventh  Con¬ 
gress),  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects 
authorized  in  this  Act:  Provided  further, 
That  the  work  which  may  have  been  done 
on  these  projects  is  approved  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  with 
the  projects  herein  adopted:  And  provided 
further.  That  such  reimbursement  shall  be 
subject  to  appropriations  applicable  thereto 
or  funds  available  therefor,  and  shall  not 
take  precedence  over  other  projects  of  higher 
priority  for  improvements. 

Sec.  103.  That  section  104  of  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300) 
as  amended  by  section  104  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173,  1180) ,  is 
hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  That  there  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  a  comprehensive  program  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  control  and  progressive  eradication 
of  water -hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eurasian 
water  milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic 
plant  growths,  from  the  navigable  waters, 
tributary  streams,  connecting  channels,  and 
other  allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in 
the  combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood 
control,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  conservation,  public  health,  and  related 
purposes,  including  continued  research  for 
development  of  the  most  effective  and  eco¬ 
nomic  control  measures,  to  be  administered 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  coop¬ 
eration  with  other  Federal  and  State  agen¬ 
cies:  Provided,  That  local  interests  agree  to 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
claims  that  may  occur  from  control  opera¬ 
tions  and  participate  to  the  extent  of  30  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  such  operations:  Pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  costs  for  research  and 
planning  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  au- 
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thorities  of  this  section  may  be  borne  fully 
by  the  Federal  Government. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  amounts,  not  in  excess  of  $5,- 
000,000  annually,  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section: 
Provided,  That  any  such  funds  employed  for 
control  operations  shall  be  allocated  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority  basis,  based 
upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area, 
and  the  availability  of  local  funds.” 

Sec.  104.  That  the  consent  of  Congress  is 
hereby  granted  for  the  purposes  of  section  9 
of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401), 
to  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  construct 
a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River,  down¬ 
stream  from  the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at 
Sunbury,  Pennsylvania. 

Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations 
and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of 
section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1950: 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries. 
New  Hampshire,  and  adjoining  tributaries 
of  the  Piscataqua  River,  New  Hampshire  and 
Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  providing  improvements  in  the 
interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 

Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to 
nature  and  extent  of  measures  necessary  to 
preserve  and  enhance  the  scenic  beauty  of 
the  American  Falls. 

Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway: 
Investigation  and  study  of  means  of  extend¬ 
ing  the  navigation  season  on  the  water¬ 
ways  at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed 
$75,000.  Report  to  include  a  full  and  com¬ 
plete  investigation  and  study  of  waterway 
deicing  systems,  including  a  review  of  any 
previous  pertinent  reports  by  the  Department 
of  the  Army,  any  available  information  from 
any  of  the  other  Departments  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  waterway  deicing  methods  in  use 
by  private  concerns  and  foreign  governments, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  practica¬ 
bility,  means,  and  economic  justification  for 
extending  the  navigation  season  on  the  Great 
Lakes  (including  connecting  channels  and 
harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  by 
eliminating  ice  conditions  to  the  extent  pos¬ 
sible.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may  submit 
such  interim  reports  as  may  be  deemed  ad¬ 
visable,  and  shall  submit  his  final  reports, 
together  with  his  recommendations  for  such 
legislation  and  administrative  actions  as  he 
may  deem  advisable,  not  later  than  two  years 
after  funds  are  made  available  for  the  study. 

Sec.  106.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965”. 

TITLE  II - FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress) ,  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized 
in  this  title  except  that  for  any  channel 
improvement  or  channel  rectification  project, 
provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3 
of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply 
thereto,  and  except  as  otherwise  provided  by 
law:  Provided,  That  the  authorization  for 
any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted  re¬ 
quiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five 
years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests 
are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within 
said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law 
Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  sec¬ 
ond  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  pro¬ 
cedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 


plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto 
shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  herein¬ 
after  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions 
set  forth  therein:  Provided,  That  the  neces¬ 
sary  plans,  specifications,  and  preliminary 
work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  au¬ 
thorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  ap¬ 
propriations  heretofore  or  hereafter  made  for 
flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid 
inauguration  of  a  construction  program : 
Provided  further.  That  the  projects  author¬ 
ized  herein  shall  be  initiated  as  expeditous- 
ly  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be 
consistent  with  budgetary  requirements :  And 
provided  further.  That  penstocks  and  other 
similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future 
use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric 
power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  author¬ 
ized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army  when  approved  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Federal  Power  Commission. 

Saint  John  River  Basin 
The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project.  Saint 
John  River,  Maine,  is  hereby  authorized  as 
approved  by  the  President  on  July  12,  1965, 
and  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  included  in  the  report  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a  sup¬ 
plement  to  the  July  1963  report  of  the  In¬ 
ternational  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  pro¬ 
ject  and  upper  Saint  John  River  hydroelectric 
power  development,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $227,000,000. 

Housatonic  River  Basin 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Still  River  at  Danbury,  Connecticut,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
et  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Housatonic  and  Naugatuck  Rivers  at  Derby, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  324, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,800,000. 

New  England- Atlantic  Coastal  Area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  Westerly,  Rhode  Island,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
85,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,287,000. 

Long  Island  Sound  Area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Stratford,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty- 
eight  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,340,000. 

New  York- Atlantic  Coastal  Area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  East  Rockaway 
Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay, 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  215,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Staten  Island, 
Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  New  York,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
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ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
181,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,230,000. 

Elizabeth  River  Basin,  New  Jersey 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  the  Elizabeth  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  — , 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,769,000. 

Rahway  River  Basin,  New  Jersey 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Rahway  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  67,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,514,000. 

Neuse  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  Neuse  River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  175, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  New  Bern  and  vicinity.  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
183,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $10,400,000. 

Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Ocracoke  Is¬ 
land,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,636,000. 

Flint  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir, 
Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$40,378,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee 
Reservoir,  Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially,  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $48,275,000. 

Central  and  southern  Florida  basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  central  and  southern 
Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948, 
and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby 
modified  to  include  the  following  items: 
Provided,  That  said  projects  shall  be  prose¬ 
cuted  within  the  monetary  authorization 
made  available  for  the  comprehensive  plan. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry 
County,  west  of  levees  1,  2,  and  3,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,986,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  south¬ 
west  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,903,000. 

South  Atlantic  coastal  area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  Biscayne  Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty- 
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ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,954,000. 

Phillippi  Creek  Basin,  Florida 

The  project  for  flood  control  In  Phillippi 
Creek,  Florida,  Is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 

Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  Im¬ 
provement  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River, 
adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat. 
534) ,  as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby 
further  modified  and  expanded  to  include 
the  projects  and  plans  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  a  cost  not  to 
exceed  $181,109,100,  and  the  authorization 
for  the  lower  Mississippi  River  project  is 
hereby  increased  accordingly:  Provided, 
That  this  authorization  shall  not  be  made 
available  for  the  prosecution  of  any  projects 
except  those  set  forth  in  House  Documents 
Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress:  Provided  further,  That  any  modified 
easements  required  in  the  improvement  of 
the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri,  flood¬ 
way  shall  be  acquired  as  provided  by  section 
4  of  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928:  And  provided 
further.  That  the  pumping  plant  in  the  Red 
River  backwater  area  shall  be  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Grand  Isle  and  vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
184,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,500,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Morgan  City  and  vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
167,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,049,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  Lake  Pontchartrain,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  231, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $56,922,000. 

Ouachita  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Ouachita  River  at  Monroe,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
328,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $520,000. 

Red  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou 
Bodcau  and  Tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Lou¬ 
isiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  203,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,934,000. 

Gulf  of  Mexico 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Buffalo  Bayou  and  Tributaries,  White  Oak 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  169,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  High¬ 
land  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Do¬ 
cument  Numbered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,290,000. 

Rio  Grande  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rio 
Grande  at  El  Paso,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  207,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,493,000. 

Arkansas  River  Basin 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improve¬ 
ment  of  Arkansas  River  and  tributaries,  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July 
24,  1946,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  provide 
replacement  outfall  facilities  for  the  Kansas 
Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff, 
Arkansas,  including  such  new  pumping  fa¬ 
cilities  as  may  be  necessary,  at  the  most  eco¬ 
nomical  Federal  expense,  but  including  in 
the  Federal  expense  the  reasonable  capital¬ 
ized  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  pumping  facilities  over  the  cost  of  pump¬ 
ing  now  required  in  the  existing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  at  Las  Animas,  Colorado,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
165,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,541,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  at  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
182,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,030,000. 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  na¬ 
tional  wildlife  refuge  at  the  John  Redmond 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Grand  (Neosho)  River, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Walnut  River,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$66,036,000. 

The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Salt  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
needs  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  242, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,150,000. 

Missouri  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big 
Creek  at  Hayes,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  22,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,- 
702,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Nemaha  River  and  tributaries,  Ne¬ 
braska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 


Numbered  160,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Big  Sioux  River  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and 
South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 
tiall  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  199, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,400,000:  Provided,  That  such  por¬ 
tion  of  the  project  as  relates  to  the  area 
above  the  city  limits  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  be 
compatible  with  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitiga¬ 
tion  plan  and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for 
the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  River,  both 
to  be  approved  by  the  States  of  Iowa  and 
South  Dakota. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers  and 
tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  238,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,167,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  241,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $278,635,000. 

Ohio  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Char- 
tiers  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  302,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,207,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy 
Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois,  Pennsylvania,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  185, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,654,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Cliffy  Creek, 
and  Patoka  Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash 
River,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  202,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $72,- 
900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine 
Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  29,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $44,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps  Reservoir, 
Big  South  Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River, 
Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
In  House  Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$151,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
243,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $133,548,000:  Provided,  That  the  power 
features  of  this  project  shall  not  be  under¬ 
taken  until  such  time  a6  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  has  completed  action  on  any 
applications  that  may  be  pending  before 
that  agency  for  private  development  of  the 
pumped -storage  facility  of  the  project:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  should  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  act  in  the  affirmative  on  any 
pending  applications,  the  authority  for  such 
project  shall  not  include  Federal  power  fea¬ 
tures  and  the  estimated  cost  of  such  project 
shall  be  $88,402,000:  And  provided  further. 
That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  dismisses  any  pending  applications, 
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Federal  construction  of  such  pumped-stor- 
age  power  facilities  i6  hereby  authorized  and 
approved. 

The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reservoir, 
Upper  Cumberland  River  Basin,  Kentucky,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
244,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,860,000. 

The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther 
Creek  Reservoir  projects  and  the  Martin, 
Kentucky,  local  protection  project  on  the  Big 
Sandy  River,  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks  of 
Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia,  are 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
246,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $51,491,000:  Provided,  That  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction  the  Department 
of  the  Army  will  prepare  an  analysis  of  bene¬ 
fits  and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects,  in¬ 
cluding  such  reformulation  as  may  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water  Proj¬ 
ect  Recreation  Act. 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 
The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East 
St.  Louis  and  vicinity,  Illinois  (East  Side 
levee  and  sanitary  district) ,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  329,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,180,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illi¬ 
nois,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1968  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Congress) , 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  232,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  351,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  to  provide  for  the  deletion  from  the 
items  of  local  cooperation  the  requirement 
of  a  cash  contribution  due  to  changed  land 
use,  at  an  estimated  increased  Federal  cost 
of  $3,498,000:  Provided,  That  local  interests 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  an  amount  equal 
to  the  full  cost  of  acquisition  of  flowage  ease¬ 
ments  in  those  lands  which  are  no  longer 
needed  for  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  Carlyle  Reservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage 
and  Levee  District,  Madison  County,  Hlinois, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Iowa-  River  at  Marshalltown,  Iowa,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,670,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Cedar  River  at  Waterloo,  Iowa,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $14,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zumbro  River,  Min¬ 
nesota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and 
Whetstone  River,  Minnesota  and  South  Da¬ 
kota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  and  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  193,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 

Great  Lake  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Maumee  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Find¬ 
lay,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 


in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  158,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $9,317,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  naviga¬ 
tion  on  the  Chagrin  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  35, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,200,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand- 
ville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  157,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,373,000. 

Little  Colorado  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Colorado  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  63,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,775,000. 

Gila  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian 
Bend  Wash,  Maricopa  County,  Arizona,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
303,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Arizona,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,430,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoenix, 
Arizona,  and  vicinity,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$58,310,000. 

Eel  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Eel  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$13,732,000. 

Sacramento  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Yuba  River,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
180,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $8,979,000. 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $14,950,000. 

Whitewater  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tah- 
quitz  Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  223,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,030,000. 

San  Diego  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San 
Diego  River  (Mission  Valley),  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Corps 


of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
212,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $14,600,000. 

Columbia  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Willow 
Creek,  Oregon,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,680,000. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  the  prosecution  of  im¬ 
provements  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  the  benefit  of  navigation,  the 
control  of  destructive  flood  waters,  hurricane 
protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  authorized  to  be  prosecuted 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  accordance  with  plans  adopted 
and  authorized  by  the  Congress,  it  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress, 
that  whenever  such  improvements  are  lo¬ 
cated  wholly  or  partially  within  an  area  which 
is  eligible  for  financial  assistance  under  the 
Area  Redevelopment  Act  or  any  subsequent 
similar  Act  requiring  the  designation  of  an 
area  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  such  assistance,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  is  authorized  to  purchase  evi¬ 
dences  of  indebtedness  and  to  make  loans 
for  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years  to  en¬ 
able  responsible  local  interests  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining 
to  contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  water  resource  projects  within  such 
areas. 

(b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project  for 
the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  authorized  in  section 
203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  local  protection  works  at 
Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at  §uch  time  as  the  reser¬ 
voirs  on  Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and  Deer 
Creeks  are  under  construction:  Provided, 
That  in  the  event  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum 
Creek  Reservoirs  are  constructed  by  an  agen¬ 
cy  other  than  the  Federal  Government,  said 
agency  shall  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  it  will  pro¬ 
vide  flood  control  storage  in  those  reservoirs 
equivalent  to  that  proposed  for  the  Federal 
reservoir  projects,  as  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1962,  in  accordance  with  the 
plan  set  forth  in  House  Document  587, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek 
Reservoirs  shall  be  operated  for  flood  control 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
prepare  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  efficient  utilization  of  the 
water  and  related  resources  of  the  region 
drained  by  streams  which  discharge,  within 
the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair 
River,  Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River  and 
Lake  Erie:  Provided,  That  such  plan  may 
provide  for  importation  of  water  from  points 
not  located  within  the  region  as  defined 
above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be 
designed  to  meet  the  long-range  needs  of  the 
region  for  protection  against  floods,  wise  use 
of  flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial 
.  and  municipal  purposes,  outdoor  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities,  the  enhancement  and  con¬ 
trol  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes;  all 
with  a  view  to  encouraging  and  supporting 
the  optimum  long-range  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  region  and  enhancing  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys 
for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  includ¬ 
ing  chanel  and  major  drainage  improvements. 
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and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or 
tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drainage  areas 
of  the  United  States  and  its  territorial  pos¬ 
sessions,  which  include  the  following  named 
localities:  Provided,  That  after  the  regular 
or  formal  reports  made  on  any  survey  are 
submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or 
additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made 
unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review 
of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made 
and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress, 
if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national 
defense  or  by  changed  physical  or  economic 
conditions:  Provided  further.  That  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  en¬ 
tered  upon  any  project  for  the  improvement 
of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned  in  this 
title  until  the  project  for  the  proposed  work 
shall  have  been  adopted  by  law: 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  northward  in  New 
York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  below 
the  international  boundary  and  draining  di¬ 
rectly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above  the  Vir¬ 
ginia-North  Carolina  State  line  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the 
water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of 
North  Carolina  between  Cape  Lookout  and 
the  Virginia  line  except  those  portions  of 
the  Neuse,  Pamlico,  and  Roanoke  Rivers 
above  the  estuarine  reaches. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  directly  to  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  below  the  Virginia-North  Carolina 
State  line  and  draining  directly  into  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchartrain 
with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  de¬ 
veloping  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

The  Rio  Grande  River  and  its  tributaries 
with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood 
control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  of  the 
great  basin  region  of  Oregon,  California,  Ne¬ 
vada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above 
Lees  Perry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below 
Lees  Perry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  region  which  drains  directly  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coast  lines  of  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources 
of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which 
drain  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  of 
streams,  washes,  lakes  and  their  tributaries, 
which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  California  region  with  respect  to  a 
framework  plan  for  developing  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  region. 

Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Sec.  208.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Flood  Control  Act  of  1965”. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  motion  to  reconsider  be  laid  on 
the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 
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expressed  as  to  the  implications  for  wa¬ 
ter  resource  development  inherent  in  the 
November  20,  1964,  directive  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  regarding  criteria  to  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  evaluating  new  improvements. 

Several  river  valley  associations  have 
joined  together  in  expressing  views  on 
this  subject  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
He  has  responded  in  detail. 

A  representative  of  the  Ohio  Valley 
Improvement  Association,  Mr.  William  J. 
Hull,  also  represented  the  Arkansas  Basin 
Development  Association,  the  Inland 
Empire  Waterways  Association,  Inter¬ 
connecting  Waterways,  Inc.,  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  Valley  Association,  and  the  Tennes- 
see-Tombigbee  Waterway  Development 
Authority,  in  testifying  June  10,  1965, 
before  an  ad  hoc  group  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  over  which  I  presided. 

In  essence,  the  joint  position  of  the  or¬ 
ganizations  was  one  of  commending  the 
intent  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  seek¬ 
ing  sound  and  conservative  standards  of 
project  evaluation.  But  the  belief  was 
expressed  that  generally  the  Corps  of 
Engineers’  traffic  estimates  in  project/ 
evaluation  under  previous  standards  hay^ 
ieen  fully  justified  by  experience  and 
that  there  is  basis  for  concern  first/lest 
the.  newly  promulgated  standards  for 
traffic  estimates  result  in  serious/under- 
statement  of  project  potentials  vand  sec¬ 
ond,  lest  these  standards  introduce  an 
element \>f  subjective  conjecture  into 
project  evaluation  which  would  obstruct 
meaningful  Review  of  Corps  of  Engineers 
reports  by  th\  cognizajrt  committees  of 
Congress. 

Mr.  President,  that  there  is  con¬ 
siderable  support  fpr  the  request  further 
stated  by  the  several  associations  and  au¬ 
thorities  represented  Xhat  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  review  the  criteria  for  traffic 
estimates  under  the  instructions  of  No¬ 
vember  20/1964,  in  the  light  of  the  con¬ 
ditions  cited  above  and  in  the  light  of 
the  emphasis  on  economic  growth  and 
development  called  for  by  theV'Report 
on  Policies,  Standards,  and  Procedures 
foi/Formulating  and  Evaluating  Water 
source  Projects,”  approved  by\the 
resident  in  May  1962  and  published'  as 
Senate  Document  97,  87th  Congress,  2d 
session. 


'URES  AND  CRITERIA  FOR 
R  NAVIGATION  IMPROVEMENT 
'STUDIES 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  a 
considerable  amount  of  concern  has  been 


COMMUNIST  ESPIONAGE  AND 
SUBVERSION 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  one 
of  the  best  and  most  informative  weekly 
radio  broadcasts  in  this  country  is  the 
“Manion  Forum,”  which  is  produced  by 
Dean  Clarence  Manion,  of  South  Bend, 
Ind.  Dean  Manion  was  formerly  dean 
of  the  Law  School  at  Notre  Dame  Uni¬ 
versity. 

In  the  “Manion  Forum”  broadcast  of 
April  25,  1965,  Miss  Marilyn  Manion, 
Dean  Manion’s  very  able  and  dedicated 
daughter,  interviewed  Mr.  J.  G.  Sour- 
wine,  the  distinguished  chief  counsel  of 
the  Senate  Internal  Security  Subcom¬ 
mittee.  The  interview  was  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  Communist  espionage  and  sub¬ 
version. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  very  much 
impressed  with  this  interview  and  feel 
that  it  should  be  studied  by  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  Congress.  Therefore,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  this  radio  broad¬ 


cast  printed  in  the  Record.  I  also  as 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  following  the  text  of  tliis 
broadcast,  an  important  excerpt  from 
Whittaker  Chambers’  monumental  lit¬ 
erary  work,  “Witness.”  This/excerpt 
was  printed  with  the  “Manion  Forum" 
broadcast,  and  I  feel  that  this  excerpt 
entitled  “Why  Does  Comnlunism  Con¬ 
tinue  To  Exist — Even  /n  America?” 
should  likewise  be  studied  by  all  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  inter¬ 
view  and  excerpts/ were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Communist  Espionage  and  Subversion — Ex¬ 
pert  Testimony  Reveals  Its  Breadth  and 
Depth  in  the  U.S.A. 

(Interview  witli  J.  G.  Sourwine,  chief  coun¬ 
sel,  Senate  Internal  Security  Subcom¬ 
mittee!  ' 

Deai/M anion.  For  many  years  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
has  /had  a  subcommittee  for  the  investiga¬ 
tion.  of  the  administration  of  the  internal 
unity  of  the  United  States — communism. 
Long  other  things.  This  subcommittee  is 
composed  of  nine  U.S.  Senators,  and  for 
many  years,  as  its  chief  counsel,  it  has  had 
Mr.  J.  G.  Sourwine.  Throughout  the  years 
of  his  service,  Mr.  Sourwine  has  acquired  a 
great  fund  of  experience  about  subversion 
and  subversive  activities  in  the  United 
States. 

I  take  you  now  to  Washington,  D.C.,  where 
my  daughter,  Marilyn,  is  interviewing  Mr. 
J.  G.  Sourwine,  counsel  of  the  Senate  sub¬ 
committee  to  investigate  the  administration 
of  internal  security  in  this  country. 

Marilyn  Manion.  Mr.  Sourwine,  to  begin 
our  discussion,  I’d  like  to  ask  you  a  very 
basic  question.  Since  we  shall  be  discussing 
the  Senate  Internal  Security  Subcommittee, 
what  is  the  pin-pose  of  the  subcommittee? 
Why  does  it  exist? 

Mr.  Sourwine.  The  Internal  Security  Sub¬ 
committee  was  created  because  at  the  time 
of  passage  of  the  Internal  Security  Act,  Sen¬ 
ator  McCarran,  who  was  the  father  of  that 
act,  and  other  Senators  thought  there  should 
be  in  the  Senate  a  committee  charged  with 
the  dual  responsibility  of  legislative  over¬ 
sight  of  that  act  and  other  internal  security 
laws,  and  charged  also  with  investigating 
the  activities  of  the  Communist  Party  and 
other  subversive  organizations  of  a  totali¬ 
tarian  nature  in  the  United  States. 

The  committee  was  authorized  initially  by 
a  resolution  of  the  Senate  passed  at  the  end 
vof  1950,  and  activated  in  early  1951.  The 
Committee  has  a  very  specific  charter  which 
gives  it  several  responsibilities:  those  I  have 
mentioned,  and  the  further  responsibility  of 
a  continuing  investigation  with  respect  to 
propaganda  by  the  Communist  Party  or  any 
other  subservise  organization  which  threat¬ 
ens  the  internal  security  of  the  country.  To 
use  the  words  of  our  basic  resolution,  “in¬ 
cluding  but\n°t  limited  to  espionage  and 
subversion.”  \ 

Marilyn  Manion.  Is  there  really  a  sub¬ 
versive  threat  td.  America  today:  and  spe¬ 
cifically,  is  there  a  strong  Communist  threat? 
And  is  there  Communist  espionage  going  on 
in  the  United  States  Lit  the  present  time? 

Mr.  Sourwine.  Those,  are  three  questions. 
They  are  interlocked.  The  answers  are  “Yes” 
in  every  instance.  There  is  a  threat  to  the 
internal  security  of  the  couhtry  just  as  there 
is  a  threat  to  the  internal  security  of  every 
free  country  in  the  world  as  long  as  the  world 
Communist  conspiracy  exists  and  has  as  its 
objective  the  communization  of  the  world. 

The  Communist  Party  is  a  definite  danger 
to  the  security  because  the  Communist  Party 
USA  is  an  arm  of  the  world  Communis\con- 
spiracy,  responsible  to  Moscow,  whose  tactics 
and  strategy  in  many  instances  are  directly 
dictated  by  Moscow.  And  because  this  is 


17710  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  July  27,  1965 


group  of  hard-core  Communists,  which 
means  dedicated,  disciplined  and  able. 

Now,  with  respect  to  espionage,  we  must 
accept  ae  a  fact  that  there  is  espionage  in  the 
United  States,  unless  we  wish  to  take  the 
position  tli^t  the  Communists  are  treating 
the  United  States,  their  main  enemy,  differ¬ 
ently  from  the  way  they  are  treating  every 
other  country  On  earth.  We  have  additional 
evidence  with  respect  to  espionage  in  testi¬ 
mony  which  has  been  given  back  through 
the  years  by  persons\who  had  been  members 
of  the  party — parties  \o  the  conspiracy,  and 
who  have  told  us  whatNthe  Communist  plan 
and  program  is  and  how 'they  operate. 

For  instance,  several  espionage  networks 
have  been  disclosed.  The  network  which  was 
headed  at  various  times  by  'John  Abt  and 
Harold  Ware  and  Nat  Witt  was  one  which  was 
exposed.  We  know  that  there  tvas  another 
at  that  time  which  was  not  exposed,  then  and 
has  not  been  exposed  since,  because\we  have 
the  sworn  testimony  that  an  effort  was  made 
to  recruit  Alger  Hiss  into  the  Abt-WarerWitt 
group  of  the  party  but  that  the  word  came 
through  from  topside  to  leave  him  alone,  that 
he  was  working  with  another  group.  \ 

Now  we  know  that  the  Communists  usually' 
set  up  their  networks  In  a  dual  manner. 
That  is,  two  networks  side  by  side,  inde¬ 
pendent  of  each  other  but  with  the  same 
objectives.  When  you  disclose  one  and  don’t 
find  its  opposite  number,  you  know  that  there 
is  one  that  is  still  to  be  uncovered.  Also,  the 
Soviet  Union  has  espionage  networks  operat¬ 
ing  under  three  different  branches  of  its  gov¬ 
ernment — military,  naval  and  secret  police. 
We  have  uncovered  in  this  country  more 
than  one  secret  police  network.  We  have  un¬ 
covered  at  least  one  Soviet  military  espionage 
network,  the  Abel  network.  We  have  never 
uncovered  a  Soviet  naval  espionage  network. 

Even  in  the  case  of  our  top  level  intelli¬ 
gence  agencies,  there  is  always  a  danger  of 
infiltration.  The  head  of  the  CIA  told  us 
some  years  ago  that  while  he  did  not  know 
of  Communist  infiltration  in  his  agency — of 
course,  if  he  did  know  about  it,  he  would 
eliminate  it — he  operated  on  the  assump¬ 
tion  that  the  agency  had  been  infiltrated. 
And  a  more  recent  instance  was  that  of  a 
defector  from  a  high  level  position  in  a  Com¬ 
munist  country  who  had  himself  headed 
espionage  activity  who  told  us  that  he  knew 
that  every  agency  of  our  Government  had 
been  infiltrated  with  the  exception  of  the 
FBI.  He  didn’t  know  that  it  had  not  been 
infiltrated,  but  he  didn’t  know  that  it  had 
been.  Is  that  a  sufficient  answer? 

INFILTRATION  BY  FEW  INFLUENCES  MANY 

Marilyn  Manion.  Yes,  it  is,  Mr.  Sourwine. 

You  have  told  us  how  active  the  Commu¬ 
nists  are  in  the  areas  of  infiltration  and 
espionage.  What  specifically  have  they  ac¬ 
complished  by  this?  What  goals  have  the/ 
reached?  / 

Mr.  Sourwine.  Well,  the  Communist  par¬ 
ty’s  goals  in  this  country  have  been  many. 
Many  of  their  goals  involve  conditioning  the 
people  of  the  country  to  accept  sonie  Com¬ 
munist  theory  or  to  act  in  some  wgy  that  the 
Communists  want  them  to  act.  Perhaps  the 
best  way  to  answer  your  question' would  be  to 
give  you  a  single  illustratioi/of  one  Com¬ 
munist  operation  which  has/een  fully  docu¬ 
mented  by  our  committee/  Would  that  do? 

Marilyn  Manion.  That/certainly  would. 

Mr.  Sourwine.  All  rig^rt,  then,  take  the  case 
of  the  Institute  of  Pacific  Relations.  This 
was  a  non-Communist  organization  formed 
in  Hawaii,  infiltrated  and  taken  over  by  the 
Communists  while  it  was  still  small.  They 
gained  control  in  the  1920’s.  They  built  the 
organization. /And  they  made  it  eventually 
the  top  authoritative  organization  for  schol¬ 
ars  and  historians  in  the  area  of  Far  Eastern 
affairs.  They  published  the  most  authorita¬ 
tive  magazine  in  this  area,  which  was  edited 
by  Oy/n  Lattimore,  a  magazine  called  Pacific 
Affaifs. 


And  as  a  result  of  this  control  over  a  period 
of  20  years  and  more,  they  succeeded  in  con¬ 
ditioning  the  thinking  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple,  not  only  the  mass  of  the  people,  but  the 
scholars  in  the  field,  until  nearly  everyone  in 
this  country  was  ready  and  willing  to 
accept  a  number  of  false  theories  about  the 
Far  East,  incuding  the  theory  (which  thank 
goodness  has  now  been  exploded)  that  the 
Chinese  Communist  movement  was  just 
a  bunch  of  agrarian  reformers.  They  did 
this — the  Communists  did  this — with  at  no 
time  more  than  500  persons  involved,  of 
whom  at  no  time  were  more  than  200  party 
members. 

Marilyn  Manion.  I  see  that  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  recently  issued  a  report  which  de¬ 
scribes  extensive  Communist  activities  in 
Latin  America,  including  Communist  infil¬ 
tration  among  students  there.  But  what 
about  Communist  influences  on  students 
right  here  in  the  United  States? 

Mr.  Sourwine.  The  Communists  are  ac¬ 
tively  working  in  that  area.  A  new  drive  on 
youth  was  begun  a  little  over  3  years  ago, 
and  between  2  and  3  years  ago  there  was  in¬ 
creased  emphasis  by  the  party  on  the  cam¬ 
puses  as  targets. 

,  Marilyn  Manion.  We  hear  a  lot  about 
academic  freedom  whenever  the  American 
student  community  is  being  discussed.  And 
thexusual  question  is :  Why  shouldn’t  a  Com¬ 
munist  be  allowed  to  teach  in  a  school? 

Mr.  UouRwiNE.  The  reason  for  this  is  best 
explained,  I  think,  by  a  simile.  When  a  man/ 
builds  a  granary,  he  builds  into  the  granary 
every  protection  he  can  think  of  against 
rats  because,  he  knows  if  the  grain  is  knere 
the  rats  will  \ry  to  get  in;  and  if  they  get 
in,  they’ll  spoif  the  grain.  He  knows  this 
because  of  the  bature  of  rats  wi/h  grain. 
He  doesn’t  have  \to  find  a  particular  rat 
spoiling  a  particular,  grain  of  wheat  in  order 
to4fteed  protection  for  his  granary  or  know 
that  he  needs  it.  \  / 

Now  every  member  >of  /the  Communist 
Party  has  been  indoctrinated,  has  been  put 
under  discipline,  has  boenXaccepted  by  the 
party  as  loyal  and  reliable,  and  has  accepted 
as  one  of  his  personal  obligations  to  the 
party  the  responsibility  of  using  any  posi¬ 
tion  he  gets  for  th/furtherance  ofvthe  party’s 
purposes  and  objectives,  on  his  o^n  initia¬ 
tive  where  he  is  not  given  instructions  and 
in  strict  accordance  with  party  instructions 
when  he  is  instructed.  A  Communist  teach¬ 
er  is  by  definition  incapable  of  exercising 
academic/ freedom  because  he  is  not  per¬ 
mitted  /ay  his  obligation  to  the  party 
teach /anything  contrary  to  the  party  line  or 
to  tgke  any  action  which  would  help  to  in¬ 
duce  an  independent  state  of  mind  or  a  free¬ 
dom  of  choice  or  a  capacity  for  clear  think - 
/i lg  in  his  students.  His  whole  job  is  to 
do  those  things  and  to  teach  those  things 
which  will  help  the  party  obtain  its  objec¬ 
tive  of  gaining  the  minds  of  the  students, 
gaining  control  over  them  where  possible, 
advancing  its  propaganda  and  making  new 
recruits  for  the  party. 

Marilyn  Manion.  What  about  Communist 
speakers  being  allowed  to  appear  on  college 
campuses? 

Mr.  Sourwine.  A  Communist  has  the  same 
right  of  free  speech  in  this  country  that  you 
or  I  have.  But  that  right  of  free  speech 
does  not  embrace  an  obligation  to  make  pub¬ 
lic  funds  available  to  the  Communists,  nor 
public  facilities  available  to  a  Communist 
for  the  purpose  of  spreading  his  message 
among  youth.  On  the  contrary,  the  fathers 
and  mothers  who  pay  taxes  for  the  educa¬ 
tion  of  their  children  have  a  right  to  be 
assured  that  their  tax  money  will  not  be 
used  for  the  purpose  of  teaching  those  chil¬ 
dren  things  which  are  wrong. 

communists  exploit  naivete  of  youth 

Marilyn  Manion.  Approximately  how 
many  tax  supported  schools  and  colleges 
have  been  used  in  the  last  few  years  as  plat¬ 
forms  for  Communist  speakers? 


Mr.  Sourwine.  I  can’t  give  you  a  precise 
number  but  I  think  it’s  safe  to  say  not  less 
than  200  and  probably  not  more  than  400, 
although  I  think  the  total  number  of  ap-, 
pearances  by  Communists  on  college  cam/ 
puses  may  have  exceeded  400  substantia/y. 

Marilyn  Manion.  Why  is  it  that  /his 
Communist  propaganda  among  our  young 
people  is  so  effective?  Is  there  any/  possi¬ 
bility  that  these  students  are  being  condi¬ 
tioned  beforehand — made  vu  In/able  for 
Communist  recruitment?  / 

Mr.  Sourwine.  I  think  W  categorical 
answer  would  be  “no,”  but  A t  would  be  a 
misleading  answer.  A  great  deal  of  the 
Communist  purpose  in  it/  activity  on  the 
campus  is  to  condition  /he  students.  And 
in  a  sense,  students  aye  preconditioned  by 
their  youth,  by  theix/natural  youthful  ag¬ 
gressiveness,  by  their  natural  youthful 
idealism,  and  by /their  youthful  naivete, 
their  lack  of  sophistication. 

The  finest  mechanical  or  electronic  com¬ 
puter  that  thc/mind  of  man  can  conceive  of 
will  give  the/wrong  answers  or  break  down 
if  false  data  is  fed  into  it,  at  least  until  the 
computer/nas  been  given  a  sufficient  amount 
of  true  data  to  develop  within  the  computer 
an  ability  to  reject  that  which  is  false.  The 
human  mind  is  the  finest  computer  that  was 
eve/made.  The  same  thing  is  true  of  the 
h/man  mind,  however.  If  false  basic  prem¬ 
ises  are  fed  into  it,  and  it  works  properly, 
'false  answers  will  come  out. 

If  false  premises  are  fed  into  it  in  contra¬ 
diction  to  truth  which  is  already  there,  at  a 
time  when  the  mind  as  a  computer  has  not 
had  enough  data  to  achieve  enough  sophis¬ 
tication  to  make  the  choice  and  reject  the 
false,  the  result  is  confusion  or  even  mental 
breakdown — just  as  a  computer  would  break 
down.  And  it’s  by  reaching  for  the  youth 
at  a  time  when  they  are  particularly  vul¬ 
nerable  that  the  Communist  Party  hopes  to 
make  major  gains  through  its  campaign  ad¬ 
dressed  to  college  campuses. 

Marilyn  Manion.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Sour¬ 
wine.  As  chief  counsel  for  the  Senate  In¬ 
ternal  Security  Subcommittee,  you  know  of 
what  you  speak.  And  I  know  that  you’ve 
enlightened  the  members  of  our  radio  au¬ 
dience  in  this  interview.  Ladies  and  gentle¬ 
men,  I  return  you  to  my  father.  Dean 
Manion,  in  South  Bend,  Ind. 

Dean  Manion.  Thank  you,  Marilyn,  and 
thank  you,  Mr.  Sourwine,  for  this  informa¬ 
tive  and  helpful  interview  about  commu¬ 
nism  and  other  things. 


TREE  POSTAGE  FOR  OUR  AMERICAN 
\  TROOPS  IN  VIETNAM 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  several  thousand  young  American 
boys  serving  their  country  in  Vietnam. 
The  waf.seems  to  be  escalating  rapidly. 

I  have  visited  with  some  of  the  return¬ 
ing  troopsV-and  have  also  received 
mail — which/indicates  that  one  thing 
that  would  really  give  them  a  great  deal 
of  encouragement  would  be  for  Congress 
to  vote  them  free  postage  while  in  Viet¬ 
nam.  \ 

We  can  well  imagihe  what  happens  to 
these  boys  when  they\come  out  of  the 
jungle  mountains,  dripping  with  perspi¬ 
ration,  and  run  down  to  the  canteen  to 
buy  a  few  stamps,  which  \they  put  in 
their  pockets,  which  are  dainp,  so  that 
they  will  have  enough  stamps,  to  write 
letters  to  their  loved  ones.  \ 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  one,  thing 
we  should  be  taking  prompt  action  on. 
It  is  not  an  unusual  procedure.  It  was 
followed  in  World  War  n  and  in  the 
Korean  conflict — and  we  should  do  th& 
same  thing  now. 
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IN'  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Jult  28, 1965 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


AN  ACT 

Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

4  Seo.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of 

5  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood 

6  control,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 

7  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 

8  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord- 


I 


2 


1  ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom- 

2  mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 

3  hereinafter  designated:  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  seo- 

4  tion  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945 

5  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first 

6  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in 

7  this  title;  and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect 

8  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for 

9  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes 

10  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full: 

11  NAVIGATION 

12  Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor, 

13  Massachusetts;  House  Document  Numbered  247,  Eighty- 
11  eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,500,000; 

15  Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  Senate 
10  Document  Numbered  93,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
17  estimated  cost  of  $13,900,000; 

10  New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels-Entrance  to  Kill 
Van  Kull  from  Upper  New  York  Bay:  House  Document 

20  Numbered  108,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

21  of  $2,581,000; 

22  New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage  Areas)  : 

23  Senate  Document  Numbered  17,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 

24  an  estimated  cost  of  $44,852,000; 

25  Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Maryland:  House 
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Document  Numbered  225,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $323,000; 

Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk  Harbor,  Hamp¬ 
ton  Roads,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  143, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,095,000; 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  and  Thim¬ 
ble  Shoal  Channel,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
187,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,- 
600,000; 

Hampton  Creek,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
201,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  modification  of  items  of  local 
cooperation ; 

Cape  Eear  River,  North  Carolina:  House  Document 
Numbered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,510,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  226,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$7,112,000; 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  214,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,484,000; 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  74,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,104,000; 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Florida:  House 
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Document  Numbered  91,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,093,000; 

East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  into  Choc- 
tawhatchee  Bay,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  194, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000; 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  94,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $625,000; 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  327,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $262,000; 

Mermentau  Biver,  Louisiana:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  239,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,690,000; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
151,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,- 
000 :  Provided ,  That  in  order  to  compensate  for  existing  low 
water  levels  in  Lake  Huron,  an  additional  increment  of  one 
foot  in  channel  depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  16,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$237,000; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  301,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $563,000; 
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Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
240,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$437,000; 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$664,000 ; 

Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  352,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $235,000; 

West  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  245, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $544,000; 

Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document  Numbered 
227,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

Bums  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  160,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $25,000,000 :  Provided ,  That  any  funds  appropriated 
for  the  construction  of  this  project  shall  not  be  utilized 
until  such  time  as  the  Indiana  dunes  have  been  preserved 
and  protected  as  a  national  lakeshore  by  Act  of  Congress. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered 
217,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,254,- 
000; 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  208,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $46,853,000; 
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Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
106,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$853,000; 

Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor,  California: 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,360,000; 

Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  76,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  62, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $696,000; 

Chetco  Biver,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
21,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,308,000; 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,000,000; 

John  Day  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and  Washington: 
Senate  Document  Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $676,000; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  147,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors  for  light-draft 
vessels,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  353,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000; 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Nmn- 
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bered  68,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Harbor,  Oahu, 
Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,928,000; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered 
75,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  as  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,291,000; 

BEACH  EEOSION 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document 
Numbered  228,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  186,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered 
325,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  323,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $319,000; 

Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  84, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered  159, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $392,000; 
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Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  107,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$572,400; 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered 
104,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,490,000. 

Sec.  102.  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  such  work  done  by 
them  on  the  beach  erosion  projects  authorized  in  section 
101,  or  in  other  sections  of  this  Act,  subsequent  to  the  initia¬ 
tion  of  the  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  the  projects: 
Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  section  103  of  the  Biver 
and  Harbor  Act  of  October  23,  1962  (Public  Law  874, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  in  this  Act :  Provided  further,  That  the  work 
which  may  have  been  done  on  these  projects  is  approved  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  proj¬ 
ects  herein  adopted:  And  provided  further,  That  such  reim¬ 
bursement  shall  be  subject  to  appropriations  applicable 
thereto  or  funds  available  therefor  and  shall  not  take  prece¬ 
dence  over  other  projects  of  higher  priority  for  improve¬ 
ments. 

Sec.  103.  That  section  104  of  the  Biver  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300),  as  amended  by  section 
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104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173, 
1180) ,  is  hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  That  there  is  hereby  authorized  a 
comprehensive  program  to  provide  for  control  and  pro¬ 
gressive  eradication  of  water-hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eura¬ 
sian  water  milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant  growths, 
from  the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting 
channels,  and  other  allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agri¬ 
culture,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  public  health,  and 
related  purposes,  including  continued  research  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  most  effective  and  economic  control  measures,  to 
be  administered  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  and  State  agencies:  Provided ,  That  local  interests 
agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims 
that  may  occur  from  control  operations  and  participate  to 
the  extent  of  30  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such  operations: 
Provided  further,  That  costs  for  research  and  planning  un¬ 
dertaken  pursuant  to  the  authorities  of  this  section  may  be 
borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

“  (b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
amounts,  not  in  excess  of  $5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be 
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1  necessary  to  cany  out  the  provisions  of  this  section: 

2  Provided,  That  any  such  funds  employed  for  control  opera- 

3  tions  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a 

4  priority  basis,  based  upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area, 

5  and  the  availability  of  local  funds.” 

6  Sec.  104.  That  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby 

7  granted  for  the  purposes  of  section  9  of  the  Act  of  March 

8  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401),  to  the  State  of  Pennsylvania, 

9  to  construct  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River,  downstream 

10  from  the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury,  Pennsylvania. 

11  Sec.  105.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author- 

12  ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  follow- 

13  ing  locations  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section 

14  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950 : 

15  Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

16  Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

17  Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries',  New  Hamp- 

18  shire,  and  adjoining  tributaries  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  New 

19  Hampshire  and  Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad- 

20  visability  of  providing  improvements  in  the  interest  of  navi- 

21  gation  and  allied  purposes. 

22  Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to  nature  and 

23  extent  of  measures  necessary  to  preserve  and  enhance  the 

24  scenic  beauty  of  the  American  Palls. 

25  Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway:  Investigation 
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and  study  of  means  of  extending  the  navigation  season  on 
the  waterways  at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $75,000. 
Report  to  include  a  full  and  complete  investigation  and 
study  of  waterway  deicing  systems,  including  a  review  of 
any  previous  pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  any  available  information  from  any  of  the  other 
Departments  of  the  Government,  and  waterway  deicing 
methods  in  use  by  private  concerns  and  foreign  governments, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  practicability,  means, 
and  economic  justification  for  extending  the  navigation  sea¬ 
son  on  the  Great  Lakes  (including  connecting  channels 
and  harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  by  elimi¬ 
nating  ice  conditions  to  the  extent  possible.  The  Chief  of 
Engineers  may  submit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable,  and  shall  submit  his  final  reports,  together  with  his 
recommendations  for  such  legislation  and  administrative  ac¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  advisable,  not  later  than  two  years 
after  funds  are  made  available  for  the  study. 

Sec.  106.  Title  I  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1965”. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 
Sec.  201.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22, 
1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con- 
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gress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title 
except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3 
of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law:  Provided ,  That  the 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  herein  adopted 
requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in  wilting  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish 
assurances  satisfactoiy  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  .that 
the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  202.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session,  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  203.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
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in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein:  Provided,  That  the  necessary  plans,  specifications, 
and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project 
authorized  in  this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program:  Provided 
further,  That  the  projects  authorized  herein  shall  be  initiated 
as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be 
consistent  with  budgetary  requirements:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to 
possible  future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 
shall  be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

SAINT  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN 
The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  Saint  John  River, 
Maine,  is  hereby  authorized  as  approved  by  the  President 
on  July  12,  1965,  and  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  included  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a 
supplement  to  the  July  1963  report  of  the  International 
Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project  and  upper  Saint  John 
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Eiver  hydroelectric  power  development,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $227,000,000. 

HOUSATONIC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Still  River  at 
Danbury,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  bv  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,300,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Housatonic  and 
Naugatuck  Rivers  at  Derby,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,800,000. 

NEW  ENGLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at 
Westerly,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  85,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,287,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Stratford, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,340,000. 
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NEW  YOEK- ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  East  Rockaway  Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet 
and  Jamaica  Bay,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  215,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Staten  Island,  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur 
Kill,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  181,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $6,230,000. 

ELIZABETH  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Eliza¬ 
beth  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  — ,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,769,000. 

RAHWAY  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rahway  River, 
New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  67,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,514,000. 
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NEUSE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Neuse 
River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  New  Bern 
and  Vicinity,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  183,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,400,000. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Ocraeoke  Island,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  109,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,636,000. 

FLINT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir,  Flint  River, 
Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $40,378,000. 
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The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchuinpkee  Reservoir,  Flint 
River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $48,275,000. 

CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  BASIN 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  central  and  southern  Florida  approved  in  the 
Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is 
hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items:  Provided , 
That  said  projects  shall  be  prosecuted  within  the  monetary 
authorization  made  available  for  the  comprehensive  plan. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry  County,  west 
of  levees  1,  2,  and  3,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,986,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Southwest  Dade 
County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,903,000. 

S.  2300 - 3 


y 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


18 


SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Biscayne 
Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  subtantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,954,000. 

PHILLIPPI  CREEK  BASIN,  FLORIDA 
The  project  for  flood  control  on  Phillippi  Creek,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  Biver,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 
1928  (45  Stat.  534),  as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby 
further  modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  projects  and 
plans  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $181,109,100,  and 
the  authorization  for  the  lower  Mississippi  Biver  project  is 
hereby  increased  accordingly :  Provided,  That  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  shall  not  be  made  available  for  the  prosecution  of  any 
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projects  except  those  set  forth  in  House  Documents  Num¬ 
bered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth  Congress:  Provided 
further,  That  any  modified  easements  required  in  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri,  flood¬ 
way  shall  be  acquired  as  provided  by  section  4  of  the  Act 
of  May  15,  1928:  And  provided  further,  That  the  pumping 
plant  in  the  Bed  Biver  Backwater  area  shall  be  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Grand 
Isle  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  184,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,500,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Morgan 
City  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  167,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,049,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Lake 
Pontchartrain,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  231,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $56,922,000. 
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OUACHITA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ouachita  River 
at  Monroe,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  328,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $520,000. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou  Bodcau  and 
Tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  203, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Louisiana, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,934,000. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buffalo  Bayou 
and  Tributaries,  White  Oak  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Highland  Bayou, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
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the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors  Bayou,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,290,000. 

RIO  GRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Bio  Grande  at 
El  Paso,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  207,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,493,000. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  of  Arkansas 
River  arid  tributaries,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  to  provide  replacement  outfall  facilities  for  the 
Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff,  Arkan¬ 
sas,  including  such  new  pumping  facilities  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary,  at  the  most  economical  Federal  expense,  but  including 
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in  the  Federal  expense  ,the  reasonable  capitalized  cost  of 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  pumping  facilities  over  the 
cost  of  pumping  now  required  in  the  existing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  Eiver 
at  Las  Animas,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  165,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,541,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  Eiver 
at  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  182,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,030,000. 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge 
at  the  John  Eedmond  Dam  and  Beservoir,  Grand  (Neosho) 
Eiver,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Walnut  Eiver. 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $66,036,000. 
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The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  242,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,150,000. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Creek  at  Hays, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  22,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,702,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Nemaha 
River  and  Tributaries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  160, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River 
and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,400,000:  Provided,  That  such 
portion  of  the  project  as  relates  to  the  area  above  the  city 
limits  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  be  compatible  with  a  fish  and 
wildlife  mitigation  plan  and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for 
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the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  Biver,  both  to  be  approved 
by  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chariton  and 
Little  Chariton  Rivers  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  in  House  Document  Numbered  238,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,167,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  and 
tributaries,  Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  241,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $278,635,000. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Chartiers  Creek, 
Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantial^  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  302,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,207,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy  Lick  Creek 
at  Du  Bois,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  185,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,654,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek,  and  Patoka 
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Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana  and  Illinois, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  202,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $72,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Dams  and 
Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  29, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $44,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps  Reservoir,  Big  South 
Fork  of  the  Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  175,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $151,000,000. 

The  project  for  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Cheat  River,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  243,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $133,548,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  power  features  of  this  project  shall  not  be 
undertaken  until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
has  completed  action  on  any  applications  that  may  be  pend¬ 
ing  before  that  agency  for  private  development  of  the 
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pumped-storage  facility  of  the  project:  Provided  further , 
That  should  the  Federal  Power  Commission  act  in  the  affirm¬ 
ative  on  any  pending  applications,  the  authority  for  such 
project  shall  not  include  Federal  power  features  and  the 
estimated  cost  of  such  project  shall  he  $88,402,000:  And 
provided  further,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  dismisses  any  pending  applications,  Federal  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  pumped-storage  power  facilities  is  hereby 
authorized  and  approved. 

The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reservoir,  Upper 
Cumberland  River  Basin,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  244, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,860,000. 

The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther  Creek  Reser¬ 
voir  projects  and  the  Martin,  Kentucky,  local  protection 
project  on  the  Big  Sandy  River  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks 
of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia,  are  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda- 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  246,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$51,491,000:  Provided,  That  prior  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion  the  Department  of  the  Army  will  prepare  an  analysis 
of  benefits  and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects,  including  such 
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reformulation  as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East  Saint  Louis  and 
vicinity,  Illinois  (East  Side  levee  and  sanitary  district) , 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  329, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,180,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress) ,  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  232, 
Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  351,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  to  provide  for  the 
deletion  from  the  items  of  local  cooperation  the  requirement 
of  a  cash  contribution  due  to  changed  land  use,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  increased  Federal  cost  of  $3,498,000:  Provided,  That 
local  interests  make  a  cash  contribution  of  an  amount  equal 
to  the  full  cost  of  acquisition  of  flowage  easements  in  those 
lands  which  are  no  longer  needed  for  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  Carlyle  Reservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee 
District,  Madison  County,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  sub- 
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stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Iowa  River  at 
Marshalltown,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,670,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Cedar  River  at 
Waterloo,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $14,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zumbro  River,  Minnesota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and  Whetstone 
River,  Minnesota  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
and  House  Document  Numbered  193,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 
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GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Maumee  River 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Findlay,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  158, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,317,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  navigation  on  the 
Chagrin  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  hi  Senate  Document  Numbered  35,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,200,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  at 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Grandville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
157,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,373,000. 

LITTLE  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Colorado 
River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num- 
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bered  63,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,775,000. 

GILA  EIVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Bend  Wash, 
Maricopa  Coimty,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  303,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Santa  Rosa 
Wash,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,430,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoenix,  Arizona, 
and  vicinity,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $58,310,000. 

EEL  ETVEE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
,the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $  IB, 73 2, 000. 
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SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  Yuba  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  180,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,979,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$14,950,000. 

WHITEWATER  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tahquitz  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  223,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,030,000. 
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SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San  Diego  River 
(Mission  Valley),  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  212,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,600,000. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Willow  Creek, 
Oregon,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $6,680,000. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  the  prosecution  of  improvements  of 
rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  the  benefit  of 
navigation,  the  control  of  destructive  flood  waters,  hurricane 
protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  for  other  purposes, 
authorized  to  he  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  accordance  with  plans  adopted  and  authorized  by  the 
Congress,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  that  whenever  such  improvements  are  located  wholly 
or  partially  within  an  area  which  is  eligible  for  financial  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  or  any  subse¬ 
quent  similar  Act  requiring  the  designation  of  an  area  by 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  a  condition  of  such  assistance, 
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the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  purchase  evi¬ 
dences  of  indebtedness  and  to  make  loans  for  a  period  not 
exceeding  fifty  years  to  enable  responsible  local  interests  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  to 
contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  water  re¬ 
source  projects  within  such  areas. 

(b)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project  for  the  Scioto 
River,  Ohio,  authorized  in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1962,  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  local  protection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at 
such  time  as  the  reservoirs  on  Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and 
Deer  Creeks  are  under  construction:  Provided,  That  in  the 
event  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs  are  con¬ 
structed  by  an  agency  other  than  the  Federal  Government, 
said  agency  shall  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  it  will  provide  flood  control  storage 
in  those  reservoirs  equivalent  to  that  proposed  for  the  Federal 
reservoir  projects,  as  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1962,  in  accordance  with  the  plan  set  forth  in  House 
Document  587,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and:  Provided 
further,  That  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs 
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shall  be  operated  for  flood  control  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  prepare  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  efficient  utilization  of  the  water  and  related  re¬ 
sources  of  the  region  drained  by  streams  which  discharge, 
within  the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair  River, 
Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River  and  Lake  Erie :  Provided, 
That  such  plan  may  provide  for  importation  of  water  from 
points  not  located  within  the  region  as  defined  above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  designed  to  meet 
the  long-range  needs  of  the  region  for  protection  against 
floods,  wise  use  of  flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial  and  municipal 
purposes,  outdoor  recreational  facilities,  the  enhancement 
and  control  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes;  all  with 
a  view  to  encouraging  and  supporting  the  optimum  long- 
range  economic  development  of  the  region  and  enhancing  the 
welfare  of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve¬ 
ments,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  imder  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  En- 
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gineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  following  named  locali¬ 
ties  :  Provided ,  That  after  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made 
on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental 
or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  he  made  unless  author¬ 
ized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
cause  a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and 
a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review  is 
required  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical  or 
economic  conditions:  Provided  further,  That  the  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  not  be  deemed  to  have  entered  upon  any  project 
for  the  improvement  of  any  waterway  or  harbor  mentioned 
in  this  title  until  the  project  for  the  proposed  work  shall  have 
been  adopted  by  law: 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  Atlantic  region 
draining  northward  in  New  York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence 
River  below  the  international  boundary  and  draining  di¬ 
rectly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above  the  Virginia-North 
Carolina  State  line  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for 
developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of  North  Carolina 
between  Cape  Lookout  and  the  Virginia  line  except  those 
portions  of  the  Neuse,  Pamlico,  and  Roanoke  Rivers  above 
the  estuarine  reaches. 
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Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  Atlantic  region 
draining  directly  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia- 
North  Carolina  State  line  and  draining  directly  into  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchartrain  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

The  Rio  Grande  River  and  its  tributaries  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes  and  their  tribu¬ 
taries,  which  drain  areas  of  the  great  basin  region  of  Oregon, 
California,  Nevada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above  Lees  Ferry, 
Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below  Lees  Ferry, 
Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  region 
which  drains  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coast 
lines  of  Washington  and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a  framework 
plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which  drain  directly 
into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  of  streams,  washes,  lakes  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion 
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1  of  the  California  region  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan 

2  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

3  Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

4  Sec.  208.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood 

5  Control  Act  of  19 65”. 

Passed  the  Senate  July  27,  1965. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary . 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  bill  to  extenck International  Wheat  Agree 
ment  Act  and  deferred  action  on  bill  to  expand  various  FHAAloan  authorities.  Rep. 
Eattin  criticized  increase  in  retail  prices  of  beef.  Rep.  Bstts  introduced  and  dis 
cussed  bill  to  requir/^ GAO  approval  of  accounting  systems. 

HOUSE 

1.  WHEAT.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  S.  2294, 

to  extend yche  operation  of  the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act\mtil  July  31, 

1966.  p/  21656 

2.  LOANS  ./The  Rules  Committee  deferred  action  on  granting  a  rule  on  H.  i\  10232, 
the  /'HA  loan  expansion  bill  (p.  r874).  As  reported  by  the  Agr i culture N^ommit- 
te/  this  bill  includes  provisions  as  f ollows : 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  or  insure  loans  to  associa¬ 
tions,  including  corporations  not  operated  for  profit,  and  public  and  quasi' 
public  agencies  to  provide  for,  in  addition  to  present  authority,  the  installa¬ 
tion  or  improvement  of  facilities  for  the  use  and  control  of  water,  including 


central  water  systems,  and  the  installation  or  improvement  of  drainage  or  / 

\  waste  disposal  facilities,  primarily  designed  to  serve  farmers,  rancher  s  ,/rarm 
tenants ,  farm  laborers,  and  other  rural  residents.  Authorizes  the  Secretary 
\o  make  grants  aggregating  not  to  exceed  $50  million  in  any  fiscal  year  to 
these  agencies  and  associations  to  assist  in  financing  specific  projects  for 
theXdevelopment,  storage,  treatment,  purification,  or  distribution  pf  water  or 
the  collection,  treatment,  or  disposal  of  waste  in  rural  areas  (grants  may  not 
exceedABO  percent  of  the  development  cost  of  the  project).  Provides  that  no 
loan  or  grant  shall  be  made  which  will  cause  the  unpaid  principal  indebtedness 
of  any  association  to  exceed  $4  million  at  any  one  time.  / 

Authorizes  the  Secretary  to  make  grants  aggregating  not  to  exceed  $5  million 
in  any  fiscal,  year  to  public  bodies  or  other  such  agencies/  to  prepare  compre¬ 
hensive  plans  for  the  development  of  water  or  sewer  systems  in  rural  areas 
which  do  not  have  funds  available  for  immediate  undertaking  of  the  preparation 
of  such  plans .  \  / 

Increases  from  ^200  million  to  $450  million  the  limit  on  FEA  insured  loans 
in  any  one  year;  repeals  present  provisions  prohibiting  agreements  by  the 
Secretary  to  purchase  \uch  insured  loans  in  less/than  3  years  from  the  date  (' 
the  note;  permits  the  Secretary  to  fix  the  insurance  charge  retained  by  him  .. 
from  borrowers'  payments  and  the  portion  of  skch  charge  deposited  in  the  in¬ 
surance  fund;  and  increases;/ the  amount  of  loans  made  from  the  insurance  fund 
which  the  Secretary  can  hol<Kat  any  one  ti/e  for  future  sale  from  $25  million 
to  $50  million.  \  y 

3.  RESEARCH.  Passed  with  amendment  ss.  949;  to  authorize  the  Department  of  Commerce 

to  institute  a  3-year  program  of  mkt/hing  grants  to  States  in  a  cooperative 
effort  to  disseminate  the  findings /of  science  and  technology  throughout  Ameri¬ 
can  business,  commerce,  and  industrial,  establishments  as  a  means  of  promoting 
industrial  and  economic  growth, /after  substituting  the  language  of  a  similar 

bill,  H.  R.  3^-20,  which  was  parsed  earlier  as  reported.  H.  R.  3420  was 
tabled,  pp.  21657-72  /  \ 

4.  FOREIGN  SERVICE.  The  Rules  Committee  reported\a  resolution  for  consideration 

of  H.  R.  6277^  to  amend  The  Foreign  Service  Act\so  as  to  establish  a  single  / 
personnel  system  withu/the  Department  of  State/\U.  S.  Information  Agency,  aiL 
Agency  for  International  Development,  pp.  21656-7, 

5*  RR0CUREMENT;  CONTRACTS.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  10238/  to  provide  labor  standards  for  certain  persons  employed  by 
Federal  contractors  to  furnish  services  to  Federal  agencies  (H.  Rept.  948). 
p.  21724  /  \  V  ' 

6.  STOCKPILING/  A  subcommittee  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  voted  to  report  to 
the  full  Committee  H.  R.  6852,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  disposal  of  approx¬ 
imately/47  million  pounds  of  abaca  from  the  national  stockpile; NH.  R.  IO516, 
to  authorize  disposal  of  vegetable  tannin  extracts  from  the  national  stockpile; 

77  10714,  to  authorize  disposal  of  colemanite  from  the  supplemental  stock- 
an<^-  P»  10715^  to  authorize  disposal  of  chemical  grade  chronlte  from 
the  supplemental  stockpile,  p.  D872  N, 

7*  PUBLIC  WORKS .  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  with  amendment  S.  2300,  to  authorize  the  constructions,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation  and 
flood  control,  p.  D873 
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OBSCENE  MATTERS 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  Select  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Education  held  a  hearing  on  H.R.  7465,  re¬ 
garding  noxious  and  obscene  matters.  Testimony  was 
heard  from  public  witnesses. 

older  Workers  bureau 

Committee  ohFducation  and  Labor:  Select  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Labor  continued  hearings  on  H.R.  10634,  and 
related  bills,  to  e^ablish  a  Bureau  of  Older  Workers  in 
the  Department  orS^abor.  Testimony  was  heard  from 
public  witnesses. 

INTER-AMERICAN  ADAIRS 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affhirs:  Subcommittee  on  Inter- 
American  Affairs  met  in  executive  session  and  approved 
for  full  committee  action  a  clean  bill  in  lieu  of  H.  Res. 
542,  to  express  the  sense  of  the  Hopse  of  Representatives 
declaring  a  policy  of  the  United  States  relative  to  the 
intervention  of  the  International  Cohjmunistic  Move¬ 
ment  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

Prior  to  the  executive  session,  in  an  openJiearing,  the 
subcommittee  continued  hearings  on  bills  reWing  to  the 
Communist  threat  in  Latin  America.  Testimony  was 
heard  from  Representatives  Flood  and  Ichord. 

U.S.-OWNED  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs :  Subcommittee  on  Fof 
eign  Economic  Policy  continued  hearings  to  determine/ 
the  utilization  of  excess  U.S.-owned  foreign  currencies 
in  certain  countries.  Testimony  was  heard  from  Repre¬ 
sentative  Reuss,  and  William  J.  Crockett,  I^eputy 
Under  Secretary  of  State  for  Administration. 

CONGO 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  Subcommittee  on  Africa 
met  in  executive  session  for  a  briefing  with  G.  McMur- 
trie  Godley,  U.S.  Ambassador  to  Cofigo. 

FEDERAL  EMPLOYEE  MOVING/EXPENSES 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Subcommittee 
on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  held  a 
hearing  on  H.R.  10607,  providing  for  reimbursement  of 
certain  moving  and  storage  expenses  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees.  Testimony  was  heard  from  Representative 
Kunkel;  John  W.  Maey,  Director,  Civil  Service  Commis¬ 
sion;  F.  Henry  Barclay,  Assistant  General  Counsel, 
General  Accounting  Office;  Elmer  B.  Staats,  Bureau  of 
the  Budget;  anckpublic  witnesses. 

COMMITTED  AFFAIRS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Met  to  pre¬ 
sent  a  resolution  to  a  staff  employee. 

CODMIADO  RIVER  BASIN 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclamation  concluded  hearings 


on  H.R.  4671,  and  related  bills,  to  authorize  the  constri 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  Lower  Coloptclo 
River  Basin  project.  Testimony  was  heard  from  public 
witnesses. 

COMMITTEE  BUSINESS 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Met 
in  executive  session  on  pending  business/  No  announce¬ 
ments  were  made. 

CLAIMS  BILLS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  2  met 
in  executive  session  and  actedron  several  private  claims 
bills. 

COPYRIGHT  REVISIOI 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  3  con¬ 
tinued  hearings  oiyH.R.  4347,  and  related  bills,  regard¬ 
ing  copyright  revision.  Testimony  was  heard  from 
public  witness^ 

JUDGESHLJ 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  5  held 
a  hearing  on  omnibus  judgeship  bills.  Testimony  was 
hear/  from  Representative  McCulloch;  Chief  Judge 
John  Biggs,  Jr.,  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Judicial 
frcuit;  and  Chief  Judge  Harvey  M.  Johnson,  U.S. 
/Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Judicial  Circuit. 

OCEANOGRAPHY  BUSINESS 

< 'ommittee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries:  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Oceanography  met  in  executive  session 
on  pending  legislation.  No  announcements  were 
made. 

POST  OFFICE  RATES 

Committee  oh  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  PostaLRates  held  a  hearing  on  H.R.  9058,  and 
related  bills,  to  authorize  the  free  use  of  the  mails  in 
making  reports  required  by  law  of  certain  payments  to 
others.  Testimony  was  heard  from  Representative 
Pool;  and  departmental  apd  public  witnesses. 

PUBLIC  WORKS 

Committee  on  Public  W or\s:  Met  in  executive  session 
and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  S.  2300 
(amended),  to  authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  navigation  and  flood  control. 

RIVERS  AND  HARBORS— FLOOD  CONTROL  BILL 

Committee  on  Public  Wor\s:  Subcommittee  01V  Rivers 
and  Harbors  met  in  executive  session  on  the  omnibus 
rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  bill.  No 
nouncements  were  made. 
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VU.N.  PARTICIPATION  ACT 


Committee  on  Rules:  Granted  an  open  rule  with  i  hour 
of  debate  on  S.  1903,  regarding  U.N.  Participation  Act 
amendments.  Testimony  was  heard  from  Representa¬ 
tives  Fasbell  and  Kelly. 


foreign  Service  act 


Committee  oti\ff.ules:  Granted  an  open  rule  with  2 
hours  of  debate  btyH.R.  6277,  regarding  Foreign  Service 
Act  amendments.  \Testimony  was  heard  from  Repre¬ 
sentatives  Hays,  Adair,  Thomson  of  Wisconsin,  and 
Kelly. 


WHEAT  AGREEMENT 


Committee  on  Rules :  Grantechan  open  rule  with  1  hour 
of  debate  on  S.  2294,  regardingthe  extension  of  Wheat 
Agreement  Act.  Testimony  wak  heard  from  Repre¬ 
sentatives  Ashley  and  Mize. 


SANITATION  FACILITIES 

Committee  on  Rules :  Action  was  deferred  on  H.R. 
10232,  regarding  rural  water  and  sanitation  facilities. 
Testimony  was  heard  from  Representative  Poage. 


COLD  WAR  GI  BILL 


Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs:  Continued  hearingsvon 
S.  9,  and  related  bills,  the  Cold  War  GI  bill.  Testimony 
was  heard  from  departmental  witnesses. 


JUDICIAL  RETIREMENT 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means :  Met  in  executivex6s- 
sion  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House/H.R. 
8445,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1039  and 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  change  the 
method  of  computing  the  retired  pay  of  jijdges  of  the 
Tax  Court  of  the  United  States/ 


BILLS  SIGNED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


New  Laws,/ 


(For  last  listing  of  public  latys,  see  Digest,  p.  D86j, 
August  3/,  1965) 


H.J.  Res.  95,  to  designate  the  lake  to  be  formed  by  the 
waters  impounded  by  /Sanford  Dam,  Canadian  River 
project,  Texas,  as  “Ltjke  Meredith.”  Signed  August  31, 
1965  (P.L.  89-153 Y/ 

H.R.  881,  to  authorize  establishment  of  the  Alibates 
Flint  Quarries /and  Texas  Panhandle  Pueblo  Culture 
National  Mf^nument.  Signed  August  31,  1965  (P.L. 

89-154) • 

H.R.  jsfii,  authorizing  commemoration  of  certain  his¬ 
torical/events  in  Kansas  with  appropriate  markers. 
Signed  August  31, 1965  (P.L.  89-155). 

HR.  7765,  fiscal  1966  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Labor  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 


and  related  agencies.  Signed  August  31,  1965  (P.I 
89-156). 

H.R.  7596,  providing  temporary  authority  for  increas¬ 
ing  the  number  of  officers  who  may  serve  on  active  duty 
in  the  grades  of  colonel  or  lieutenant  colonel  ii/the  Air 
Force.  Signed  August  31,  1965  (P.L.  89-157). 

H.R.  89,  authorizing  establishment  of / the  Tocks 
Island  National  Recreation  Area  in  Pennsylvania  and 
New  Jersey.  Signed  September  1,  1965  (P.L.  89-158). 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  EOR  THURSDAY, 
SEPTEMBER  2 

( All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 


mate 


Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  executive,  on  S.  1702 
and  H.R.  9811,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965, 
10  a.m.,  324  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  executive,  to  mark  up  H.R. 
10586,  Labor-HEW  supplemental  appropriations  for  fiscal  1966, 


10  a.m.,  1223  New  Senate  Office  Building. 


Committee yn  Armed  Services,  open  and  executive,  on  com¬ 
mittee  business,  10:30  a.m.,  212  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Commit/ee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  open  and  executive, 
on  the  nomination  of  Hobart  Taylor,  Jr.,  of  Michigan,  to  be  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Export-Import  Bank 
of  Washington,  10  a.m.,  5302  New  Senate  Office  Building. 
.ommittee  on  Finance,  executive,  on  H.R.  7502,  tax  treat- 
rent  of  losses  suffered  from  major  disasters,  and  amendments 
^thereto,  and  on  other  pending  matters,  10  a.m.,  2221  New  Sen- 
\ate  Office  Building. 

N Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations,  executive,  on  S.  1681,  proposed 
UnilWm  Relocation  Act,  10  a.m.,  3302  New  Senate  Office 
Buildn 

Comtihuee  on  Public  Wor\s,  open  and  executive,  on  the 
nomination\of  Eugene  P.  Foley,  to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Commerce  (Saew  position),  11  a.m.,  4200  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

House 

/  \ 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  Subcommittee  on  Livestock  and 
Feed  Grain,  on  H.R\q743,  and  related  bills,  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  regulate  the  transportation,  sale, 
and  handling  of  dogs  ancKcats  intended  to  be  used  for  purposes 
of  research  or  experimentation,  10  a.m.,  1301  Longworth  House 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appro priatioih,  executive,  on  Foreign  Assist¬ 
ance  Act,  10  a.m.,  H-140  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  the  Interior,  exe&utive,  on  pending  business, 
1  p.m.,  H-307  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Subcommittee  No.  4,  to  con¬ 
sider  H.R.  266,  regarding  travel  allowance  10  a.m.,  2212  Ray¬ 
burn  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  Subcommittee  on  Do¬ 
mestic  Finance,  to  continue  on  S.  1698,  and  related  bills,  to 
exempt  bank  mergers  approved  under  the  Banks  Merger  Act 
from  operation  of  the  antitrust  laws,  10  a.m.,  2128  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor,  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Labor,  on  H.R.  10634,  regarding  the  employment  problem  of 
the  older  American  worker,  10  a.m.,  2261  Rayburn  House  Office 
Building. 


; 
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5.  LANDS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  approved 
for  full  committee  consideration  without  amendment  S.  2182,  to  revise  the 
boundaries  of  the  Jewel  Cave  National  Monument,  S.  Dak.  p.  D902 

6.  DISASTER  RELIEF;  TAXATION.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Finance  Committee 
"announced  that  it  has  postponed  until  the  next  session  of  Congress  further 
consideration  of  H.  R.  7502,  relating  to  tax  treatment  of  losses  suffered  from 
major\^iisasters."  p.  D902 

7.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Gruening  expressed  opposition  to  further  Public  Law  480 
assistance/to  Egypt  until  it" stops  its  agressive  actions"  against  other 
countries.  \>p.  22537-8 

8.  PATENTS.  Sen.  liaison  inserted  an  article  on  Sen.  Morse's  testimony  before  the 
Small  Business  Committee  on  bills  to  formulate  a  uniform  patent  policy,  "Morse 
Calls  Patent  BillXlause  Effort  to  Steal  Billions."  p.  22533 


9.  RECREATION.  Sen.  Nell 
the  Apostle  Islands  i 


>n 


10.  FOREIGN  SERVICE,  Passed  with\amendments  H. 
Service  Act  of  1946  so  as  to  facilitate  t 
system  within  the  Department  of\>tate, 
Agency  for  International  Development.  p 


inserted  items  in  support  of  his  proposal  to  establish 
Lonal  lakeshore  in  northerjr  Wise.  pp.  22533-5 

HOUSE 


6277,  to  amend  the  Foreign 
establishment  of  a  single  personnel 
U.  S.  Information  Agency,  and  the 
22369-98 


11. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  2300,  to 
authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works 
on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  and  flood  control  (H.  Rept.  973). 
p.  22436 


L2.  TRADE  FAIRS.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  30, 
to  provide  for  the  participation  of  the  U.  S.Nin  the  Inter-American  Cultural 
and  Trade  Center  in  Dade ydounty,  Fla.  (H.  Rept.\974);  and  without  amendment 
H.  R.  9247,  to  provide  for  participation  of  the  UK.  S.  in  the  HemisFair  1968 
Exposition,  San  Antonio,  Tex.  (H.  Rept.  975).  p.  X2436 

13.  TARIFF.  The  conferees  on  H.  R.  7969,  to  correct  certain  errors  in  the  Tariff 
Schedules  of  the  JJ.  S. ,  and  H.  R.  5768,  to  extend  for  kn  additional  temporary 
period  the  existing  suspension  of  duties  on  certain  classifications  of  yarn 
of  silk,  were  ^iven  until  midnight,  Mon.  Sept.  13,  to  file\a  report,  p.  22398 

14.  PERSONNEL.  Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  8469,  'to  increase  the 

annuities /6f  retired  Federal  employees  and  to  nrevise  the  methoc^of  determining 
cost-of-living  increases  in  retirement  annuities  (p.  22365).  Tn\s  bill  will 
now  be /sent  to  the  President. 


15.  WATERSHEDS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Public  Works  Committed- .  approved 
p^Ans  for  works  of  improvement  on  the  following  watershed  projects:  Choper 
eek.  Ark.;  Limestone  Stream,  Maine;  Long  Creek,  Miss.;  Tuscumbia  Rive] 
iss.  and  Tenn. ;  Grindstone-Lost-Muddy  Creek,  Mo.;  Stewarts  Creek-Loville' 
Creek,  N.  C.  and  Va. ;  Upper  Elk  Creek,  Okla. ;  Ferrod,  Utah;  Choccolocco  Cr^k, 
Ala.;  Little  Clear  Creek,  Ark.;  Upper  Choptank  River,  Del.  and  Md. ;  Grove 
River,  Ga. ;  South  Fork  Broad  River,  Ga. ;  supplement  to  Busseron,  Ind. ;  Little 
Raccoon  Creek,  Ind.;  Timber  Creek,  Kans. ;  supplement  to  SuAsCo,  Mass,; 
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"(6)  Both  county  and  community  would  be  required  to  be  protected  from  advert 
economic  effect. 

"(7)  Wildlife  service  payments  and  advisory  board  provided  for. 


"TITLE  VI — COTTON" 


A 


’'(lK Domestic  allotment  program  continued  for  4  years  with  payments  of 
25  percent  of  basic  support  for  1966  to  those  keeping  within  their /domestic 
allotment^,  20  to  40  percent  for  subsequent  years;  a  minimum  farm/domestic 
allotment  equal  to  the  smaller  of  10  acres  or  the  farm  allotment/;  and  a 
minimum  national  domestic  allotment  equal  to  65  percent  of  th^/national 
acreage  allotihent. 

"(2)  Four-yea\  program  of  payments  to  other  than  producers  and  domestic 
users  at  3  cents  per  pound. 

"(3)  CCC  export  Aviles  or  subsidies  required  to  be  put  jon  a  bid  or  offer  and 
acceptance  basis  without  advance  announcement  of  pricep or  subsidy  rates 
(effective  for  4  year^ 


[TLE  VII— MISCELLANEOUS" 


"(1)  Method  prescribed  fo£\  apportioning  allotments  among  divided  farms. 

(2)  Authority  to  use  projected  yields  in  lieu  of  normal  yields  for  all 
commodities.  Projected  yield  riot  to  be  less/than  actual  yields  proved  by 
producer,  unless  the  use  of  such\proved  yipld  for  a  commodity  will  cause 
inequities  among  producers. 

(3)  Sense  of  Congress  that  no  restriction  with  respect  to  transportation 
in  American  vessels  is  to  be  applied\:o  the  commercial  exportation  of 
agricultural  commodities  if  not  applied  to  the  exportation  of  other  commodities 

'(4)  Authority  to  purchase  dairy /products  at  market  prices  to  meet  program 
requirements  for  schools,  domestic  relief \distribution,  community  action, 
foreign  distribution,  and  other /programs  wn^n  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
stocks  are  insufficient. 

"(5)  Study  of  full-time  commercial  family  faXms  and  the  extent  to  which 
farm  programs  are  of  benefit  to  such  farmers. 

(6)  Determinations  by  y he  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  the  amounts  and  , 

availability  of  land,  lqdor,  material,  or  services ^needed  for  the  production  V 
and  harvesting  of  any  agricultural  crop.  These  determinations  shall  be 
accepted  by  all  agencies  of  the  United  States." 


2. WHEAT; FOREIGN  TRADEA  Sen.  Dodd  criticized  proposals  to  rentove  shipping  re- 

stictions  on  sale's  of  wheat  to  Communitt  countries  (pp.  224J5-99,  and  submitted 
an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  the  farm  bill  to  provide  for  the 
establishment/of  a  Select  Joint  Committee  of  Congress  to  StudV  East-West 
Ttade  (p.22482).  Sens.  Hart  and  Mondale  expressed  disagreement\with  Sen.  Dodd' 
position  (pp.  22490-3). 


3.  MILITARY/tONSTRUCTION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10775,  the  military 

constriction  authorization  bill  which  includes  an  item  for  payment  or\CCC  for 
certain  family  housing  which  was  financed  from  the  sale  of  surplus  commodities, 
Tbi4  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  22440 


PPROPRIATIONS .  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  10586, N 
making  supplemental  appropriations  to  the  Departments  of  Labor  and  HEW,  \ 

including  $1,723,000  for  the  Labor  Dept,  for  activities  relating  to  admission 
and  employment  of  foreign  agricultural  workers  and  $7,000,000  for  the  new 
Administration  on  Aging  in  HEW,  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
pp.  22365-9,  22457-8 
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S9th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

1st  Session  f  j  No.  973 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS,  FLOOD  CONTROL,  WATER  SUPPLY, 

AND  RELATED  PURPOSES 


September  9,  1965.— Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2300] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(S.  2300)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended 
do  pass. 

Amendment 

The  amendment  strikes  out  all  of  the  Senate  bill  and  inserts  in  lieu 
thereof  a  substitute  which  appears  in  the  reported  bill  in  italic  type. 
Because  of  the  numerous  projects  that  were  transmitted  to  the 
Congress  subsequent  to  the  close  of  Senate  action  and  because  of  a 
number  of  changes  that  were  made  in  S.  2300,  the  committee  felt  in 
reporting  the  bill  that  the  necessarily  large  number  of  amendments 
would  be  difficult  and  complex  and  therefore  used  the  method  of 
reporting  it  with  a  single  amendment  which  is  a  new  bill. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

S.  2300,  as  amended,  is  an  omnibus  river  and  harbor,  flood  control, 
and  water  supply  bill  similar  to  those  which  have  been  passed  in 
preceding  years  at  intervals  from  2  to  4  years  apart.  The  last  major 
omnibus  bill  was  in  1962.  In  the  3  years  since,  a  number  of  reports 
have  been  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on 
navigation,  beach  erosion,  flood  control,  and  related  purposes.  A 
total  of  144  individual  projects  are  included  in  the  bill  at  a  total 
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estimated  Federal  cost  of  $1,970,228,000.  The  projects  are  located 
in  41  States  and  cover  all  types  of  works  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
of  the  committee  and  within  the  province  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Hearings 

The  committee  held  5  weeks  of  hearings  on  this  bill.  This  was  in 
addition  to  those  held  by  the  Senate.  With  respect  to  the  projects 
on  which  complete  hearings  were  held  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  of  the  Senate  the  committee  heard  a  brief  summarization  given 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  With  respect  to  those  projects  which 
had  been  submitted  subsequent  to  the  Senate  hearings  the  committee 
held  full  public  hearings  and  all  those  who  desired  were  given  an 
opportunity  to  testify.  The  committee  also  held  hearings  on  a 
number  of  projects  or  items  about  which  there  was  either  controversy 
or  which,  for  some  other  reason,  the  committee  felt  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  some  detail. 


Breakdown  of  Bill 

The  bill  is  divided  into  three  titles.  Title  I  is  water  supply  for 
the  Northeastern  United  States.  Title  II  is  flood  control  and  related 
functions.  Title  III  is  rivers  and  harbors  (navigation)  and  related 
functions.  In  titles  II  and  III  there  are,  in  addition  to  the  individ¬ 
ual  projects  which  are  recommended  for  authorization,  a  number  of 
individual  sections  dealing  with  items  of  general  or  specific  policy  and 
with  provisions  for  authorizing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  carry  on 
general  investigations  on  new  projects. 

Annual  Omnibus  Bill 

The  committee  intends  to  report  an  omnibus  bill  every  year  here¬ 
after  rather  than  every  2  to  4  years.  The  committee  is  firmly  con¬ 
vinced  that  this  procedure  is  necessary  for  several  reasons.  The  long 
lapse  between  time  of  authorization  of  a  survey  report  and  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  a  favorable  project  indicates  that  it  would  be  advisable  to 
reduce  this  by  the  amount  of  time  between  authorization  bills.  If 
a  project  has  waited  7  to  10  years  before  it  is  submitted  to  Congress 
then  it  seems  unfair  to  require  a  further  delay  of  2,  3,  or  4  years  if  the 
transmittal  of  the  report  should  happen  to  be  immediately  following 
the  enactment  of  an  omnibus  bill.  The  need  for  these  works  is 
present  at  the  time  that  they  are  recommended  favorably.  The 
system  of  permitting  several  years  to  elapse  before  action  is  taken  on 
them  seems  unfair  to  the  person  who  is  threatened  by  floods,  to  the 
shipper  who  is  deprived  of  water  transportation,  and  to  the  many 
other  beneficiaries  which  will  be  served  by  the  project  purposes. 

A  second  reason  is  the  question  of  basin  authorizations.  For 
a  number  of  years  now  the  committee  has  been  under  tremendous 
pressure  to  enact  increases  in  basin  authorizations  because  of  the 
fact  that  appropriations  have  begun  to  reach  the  monetary  ceilings. 
In  1963  the  situation  was  so  bad  that  contracts  had  to  be  canceled  or 
deferred  with  increased  cost  to  the  Government,  to  local  interests  and 
to  the  local  contractors.  Earlier  this  year  the  same  situation 
threatened  and,  for  that  reason,  the  committee  approved  and  the 
Congress  enacted  a  bill  to  provide  for  a  stopgap  emergency  basin 
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authorization  of  2  years.  It  would  be  far  wiser  to  have  an  annual 
authorization  bill  which  could  include  reasonable  increases  in  basin 
authorization  sufficient  to  carry  the  programs  in  these  basins  ahead 
for  the  necessary  time  period. 

LENGTH  OF  TIME  REQUIRED  FOR  SUBMITTAL  OF  SURVEY  REPORTS 

As  mentioned  above,  a  long  period  of  time  is  required  between 
authorization  of  a  survey  investigation  and  submittal  of  a  report  to 
Congress.  The  average  time  for  this  action  has  been  estimated  at 
something  in  excess  of  10  years.  The  committee  feels  that  this  is 
unnecessarily  long  and  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  the  only  major 
construction  agency  which  requires  this  lengthy  period  to  submit  its 
recommendations  to  the  Congress.  The  committee  believes  that  this 
process  can  be  streamlined.  The  committee  feels  that  too  much  time 
is  being  taken  at  every  step  in  the  process  from  the  district  engineer 
level  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that 
certain  stages  in  the  process  such  as  review  by  the  Board  of  Engineers 
for  Rivers  and  Harbors  might  well  be  reduced.  The  committee 
desires  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  submit  to  the  committee  his 
recommendations  as  to  what  might  be  done  to  streamline  this  proce¬ 
dure  early  during  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

Monetary  Summary  of  Projects  and  List  of  Projects  by  States 


The  following  tables  summarize  the  number  of  projects  contained 
in  the  bill,  together  with  the  total  estimated  Federal  cost.  The 
projects  are  itemized  in  detail  in  sections  204  and  301. 


Number 

Amount 

Title  II:  Flood  control  and  multiple-purpose  projects _ 

88 

$1, 622, 159, 000 

Title  III: 

Navigation  projects _  _ 

47 

9 

341, 388, 000 
6, 681,000 

Beach  erosion  control  projects _ 

Total,  title  III _ _ _ _ 

56 

348, 069, 000 

Grand  total,  projects _ 

144 

1, 970,228,000 

List  of  ■projects  by  States 

Project 

Alabama: 

Navigation: 

Bayou  La  Batre _ 

Perdido  Pass _ 


Estimated,  Federal  cost 
$262,  000 
625,  000 


Total _  887,  000 

Flood  control _  None 

Total,  Alabama _  887,  000 


Alaska _  None 

Arizona: 

Flood  control: 

Indian  Bend  Wash _  7,  250,  000 

Phoenix _  58,  310,  000 

Santa  Rosa  Wash _  6,  430,  000 

Winslow _  2,  775,  000 


Total,  Arizona _  74,  765,  000 
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Project 

Arkansas  (see  also,  Mississippi) : 

Flood  control  I  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Lee  Creek.  (See  also,  Oklahoma.) _  $10,  000,  000 

Little  Rock  levees _  363,  000 

Pine  Bluff  sewer  outfall.  (Project  modification.) 

St.  Francis  Drainage  Levee  District  No.  7 _  1,  372,  000 


Total,  Arkansas _  11,  735,  000 


California: 

Navigation: 

Bodega  Bay _  853,  000 

Crescent  City _  1,  980,  000 

Oceanside  Harbor _  Maintenance 

Port  San  Luis _  6,  360,  000 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton _  46,  853,  000 


Total _  56,  046,  000 


Flood  control: 

Eel  River _  13,  732,  000 

Lytle  and  Warm  Creeks _  9,  750,  000 

Napa  River _  14,  950,  000 

San  Diego  River _  14,  600,  000 

Scotts  Creek _  9,  360,  000 

Sonoma  Creek _  9,  400,  000 

Tahquitz  Creek _  3,  442,  000 

Yuba  River,  Bullards  Bar _  8,  979,  000 


Total _  84,  213,  000 


Total,  California _  140,  259,  000 


Colorado: 

Flood  control: 

Arkansas  River  at  Las  Animas _  1,  541,  000 

John  Martin  Reservoir.  (Project  modification.) 

Trinidad  Dam.  (Project  modification.) 


Total,  Colorado _  1,  541,  000 


Connecticut: 

Flood  control: 

Housatonic  River _  5,  100,  000 

Stratford _  4,  340,  000 


Total,  Connecticut _  9,  440,  000 

Delaware _  None 


Florida: 

Navigation: 

Broward  County _  1,  093,  000 

Duval  County _  2,  266,  000 

East  Pass  Channel _  1,  151,  000 

Fort  Pierce _  220,  000 

Jacksonville  Harbor _  8,  484,  000 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet _  1,  104,  000 


Total _ _ _  14,318,000 
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Project 

Florida — Continued 

Flood  control:  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Biscayne  Bay _ * _ . _  $1,  954,  000 

Hendry  County  (central  and  southern  Florida  project).  (4,  986,  000) 

Phillippi  Creek _  4,  592,  000 

Southwest  Dade  County  (central  and  southern  Florida 

project) -  (4,  903,  000) 


Total... _ _ _ _  6,546,000 


Total,  Florida _  20,  864,  000 


Georgia : 

Navigation:  Savannah  Harbor _  13,  669,  000 

Flood  control:  Flint  River _  88,  653,  000 


Total,  Georgia _  102,  322,  000 


Hawaii: 

Navigation: 

Coasts  of  Hawaiian  Islands _  4,  737,  000 

Haleiwa  Beach _  572,  000 

Honokahau  Harbor _  680,  000 

Honolulu  Harbor-Barbers  Point  Harbor _  9,  928,  000 

Kawaihae  Harbor _  2,  291,  000 

Waikiki  Beach _  2,  490,  000 


Total _  20,  698,  000 

Flood  control _  None 


Total,  Hawaii _ _ _  20,  69S,  000 

Idaho _ _  None 

Illinois: 

Navigation:  Evanston - , - - -  392,  000 


Flood  control: 

East  St.  Louis _  6,  180,  000 

Kaskaskia  River  levees _  3,  498,  000 

Wabash  River.  (See  Indiana.) 

Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District - -  179,  000 


Total _  9,  857,  000 


Total,  Illinois _ _  10,  249,  000 


Indiana: 

Navigation: 

Burns  Waterway _  25,  000,  000 

Indiana  Harbor _  96,  000 


Total _ _ _  25,096,000 

Flood  control: 

Wabash  River  Interim  Report  No.  1 _  44,  800,  000 

Wabash  River  Interim  Report  No.  2 -  72,  900,  000 

Total _ _ _  117,700,000 

Total,  Indiana _  142,  796,  000 
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Iowa: 

Flood  control :  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers _  $17,  570,  000 

Big  Sioux  River.  (See  also  South  Dakota) _  6,  400,  000 


Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers,  Iowa  and  Mis¬ 
souri.  (See  Missouri.) 

Des  Moines.  (Project  modification.) 

Grand  River,  Iowa  and  Missouri.  (See  Missouri.) 

Platte  River,  Iowa  and  Missouri.  (See  Missouri.) 

Skunk  River _  12,  893,  000 


Total,  Iowa _  36,  863,  000 


Kansas : 

Flood  control: 

Big  Creek  at  Hays _  2,  702,  000 

John  Redmond  Dam _  730,  000 

Walnut  River _  66,  036,  000 

Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend _  4,  030,  000 


Total,  Kansas _  73,  498,  000 


Kentucky: 

Flood  control: 

Martins  Fork  Reservoir _  4,  860,  000 

Big  Sandy  River _  51,  491,  000 


Total,  Kentucky _  56,  351,  000 


Louisiana: 

Navigation:  Mermentau  River _  2,  690,  000 


Flood  control: 

Bayou  Bodcau _  1,  524,  000 

Caddo  Dam _  1,  934,  000 

Grand  Isle  and  vicinity _  5,  500,  000 

Lake  Pontchartrain _  56,  235,  000 

Morgan  City  and  vicinity _  3,  049,  000 

Ouachita  River  at  Monroe _  520,  000 


Total _ _ _  68,762,000 


Total,  Louisiana _  71,  452,  000 

Maine:  Flood  control:  St.  John  River _  227,  000,  000 


Maryland: 

Navigation: 

Potomac  River  debris  removal  (see  also  Virginia) _  Maintenance 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County _  323,  000 


Total,  Maryland _  323,  000 

Massachusetts : 

Navigation:  Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston 

Harbor _  12,  500,  000 


Michigan: 

Navigation: 

Alpena  Harbor _  806,  000 

Cedar  River  Harbor _  664,  000 

Frankfort  Harbor _  237,  000 

Lexington  Harbor _  570,  000 

Saginaw  Harbor _  437,  000 


Total _ _ _ _  2,  714,  000 

Flood  control:  Grand  River  at  Grandville _  1,  373,  000 


Total,  Michigan _  4,  087,  000 
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Project 

Minnesota: 

Flood  control:  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Big  Stone  Lake  (see  also  South  Dakota) _  $3,  885,  000 

Roseau  River _  2,  550,  000 

Zumbi’O  River _  975,  000 


Total,  Minnesota _  7,  410,  000 

Mississippi: 

Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  (see  also  Arkansas,  Mis¬ 
souri,  Louisiana,  Illinois,  Kentucky,  and  Tennessee) _  181,  109,  000 


Missouri: 

Flood  control: 

Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers _  9,  167,  000 

Fishing  River _  7,  260,  000 

Grand  River _  218,  009,  000 

Mississippi  River  and  tributaries.  (See  Mississippi.) 

Platte  River  (see  also  Iowa) _  26,  889,  000 


Total,  Missouri _  261,  325,  000 

Montana: 

Sun  River  at  Great  Falls.  (Project  modification.) 

Nebraska: 

Flood  control:  Little  Nemaha  River _  1,  524,  000 

Nevada _  None 

New  Hampshire _  None 


New  Jersey: 

Navigation: 

Atlantic  City _  (J) 

New  York-New  Jersey  Channels.  (See  New  York.) 

New  York  Harbor  anchorages.  (See  New  York.) 

Perth  Amboy _  82,  000 

Shrewsbury  River _  4,  090,  000 


Total _ _ _  4,172,000 


Flood  control: 

Rahway  River _  1,  514,  000 

Elizabeth  River _  9,  769,  000 


Total _  11,283,000 

Total,  New  Jersey _  15,  455,  000 

New  Mexico _  None 


New  York: 

Navigation: 

New  York,  New  Jersey  Channels _  2,  581,  000 

New  Yoi'k  Harbor  anchorages _  44,  852,  000 

Rondout  Harbor _  20,  000 


Total _  47,  453,  000 


Flood  control: 

East  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay _  32,  620,  000 

Staten  Island _  6,  230,  000 

Saw  Mill  River  and  tributaries _  1,  924,  000 


Total _  40,  774,  000 


Total,  New  York _ _ _  88,  227,  000 


1  Periodic  nourishment. 
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N orth  Carolina :  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Navigation:  Cape  Fear  River _ _  $1,  510,  000 


Flood  control: 

Neuse  Rivers -  18,  600,  000 

New  Bern -  10,  400,  000 

Ocracoke  Island -  1,  636,  000 


Total - - -  30,636,000 


Total,  North  Carolina _  32,  146,  000 

North  Dakota: 

Flood  control:  James  River _  3,  083,  000 


Ohio: 

Navigation: 

Ashtabula  Harbor _  1,  840,  000 

Lorain  Harbor.  (Project  modification.) 

Rocky  River  Harbor _  235,  000 

West  Harbor _  544,  000 


Total _  2,  619,  000 


Flood  control: 

Chagrin  River _  2,  200,  000 

Hocking  River  Basin _  4,  520,  000 


Total _  6,  720,  000 


Total,  Ohio _  9,  339,  000 


Oklahoma: 

Flood  control: 

Crutcho  Creek _  1,801,000 

Lee  Creek.  (See  Arkansas.) 

Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir _  6,  150,  000 

Waurika  Reservoir _  418,  000 


Total,  Oklahoma _  8,  369,  000 


Oregon: 

Navigation: 

Chetco  River _  1,  308,  000 

Port  Orford _  696,  000 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar _  9,  000,  000 


Total _  11,  004,  000 


Flood  control: 

Grande  Ronde _  20,  440,  000 

John  Day  lock  and  dam  (see  also  Washington) _  706,  000 

Willow  Creek _  6,  680,  000 


Total _  27,  826,  000 


Total,  Oregon _  38,  830,  000 


Pennsylvania: 

Flood  control: 

Chartiers  Creek _  12,  207,  000 

Sandy  Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois _  1,  654,  000 


Total,  Pennsylvania _  13,  861,  000 
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Project 

Rhode  Island: 

Navigation:  Estimated  Federal  cost 

Cliff  Walk _ _ _ _ _  $340,000 

Providence  River  and  Harbor _  13,  900,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  14,240,000 

Flood  control:  Westerly _  3,  287,  000 


Total,  Rhode  Island _  17,  527,  000 

South  Carolina: 

Navigation:  Hunting  Island  Beach _  319,  000 


South  Dakota: 

Flood  control: 

Big  Stone  Lake.  (See  Minnesota.) 
Big  Sioux  River.  (See  Iowa.) 
Tennessee: 


Flood  control:  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries.  (See 
Mississippi.) 

Texas : 

Navigation: 

Chocolate  Bayou _  1,  254,  000 

Houston  Ship  Channel  (Green  Bayou) _  470,  000 

Trinity  River _  83,  000,  000 


Total _  84,  724,  000 


Flood  control: 

Buffalo  Bayou  (White  Oak  Bayou) _  1,  800,  000 

El  Paso,  El  Paso  County _  12,  493,  000 

Highland  Bayou _  3,  500,  000 

Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  (project  modification) _  310,  000 

Taylors  Bayou _  5,  004,  000 


Total _ _ _  23,107,000 


Total,  Texas _ ^ _  107,  831,  000 

Utah _  None 

Vermont _  None 

Virginia: 

Navigation: 

Hampton  Creek _  Maintenance 

Newport  News  Channel _  7,  095,  000 

Newport  News-Norfolk  Harbor _  25,  600,  000 

Potomac  River  debris  removal.  (See  Maryland.) 


Total,  Virginia _  32,  695,  000 


Washington: 

Navigation:  Edmonds  Harbor _  Maintenance 

Flood  control:  John  Day  lock  and  dam.  (See  Oregon.) 

West  Virginia: 

Flood  control: 

Cheat  River _  133,  548,  000 

Big  Sandy.  (See  Kentucky.) 

Wisconsin _  None 

Wyoming _  None 

Puerto  Rico _  None 


Grand  total _  1,  970,  228,  000 
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Analysis  of  Title  I — Northeastern  United  States 

Water  Supply 

section  101 

Title  I  authorizes  the  preparation  of  a  regional  plan  for  meeting 
the  future  water  supply  needs  of  the  vast  megalopolis  now  developing 
along  the  Nation’s  northeastern  seaboard.  This  plan  would  provide 
for  a  system  of  major  reservoirs,  aqueducts  between  major  river 
basins,  and  purification  plants. 

The  great  drought  from  which  this  region  still  suffers  has  been  a 
provident  warning  of  things  to  come.  It  would  be  folly  for  the  Nation 
to  ignore  this  warning.  Rather,  we  should  learn  from  the  disastrous 
consequence  of  the  drought  that  the  time  has  come  when  old  policies 
must  give  way  to  new:  Specifically,  that  the  development  of  a  mega¬ 
lopolis  extending  through  a  number  of  States  will  require  the  F ederal 
Government  to  play  a  larger  role  in  meeting  the  future  needs  of  such 
areas  for  municipal  and  industrial  water.  We  must,  in  other  words, 
now  cross  another  threshold  in  the  progressive  development  of  national 
policy.  There  is  nothing  essentially  new  about  this.  Many  times  in 
the  past  the  Nation  has  recognized  that  with  the  growing  complexity 
of  society,  problems  have  grown  too  difficult  for  solution  by  individuals 
or  by  local  governmental  units.  In  the  field  of  water  supply,  for 
example,  there  was  a  time  when  each  family  supplied  its  own  needs 
from  spring,  stream,  or  well.  Then  it  became  clear  that  collective 
action  must  supplant  this  primitive  system.  It  was  then  that  cities 
and  towns  assumed  responsibility  for  supplying  water  to  their  citizens. 
Later,  as  metropolitan  areas  developed,  cities  and  towns  banded 
together  to  form  metropolitan  water  districts.  This  adequately  met 
needs  for  a  long  period  of  years,  but  now  we  face  a  situation  that 
requires  collective  action  at  a  still  higher  level — the  level  of  the  Federal 
Government.  It  is  clearly  revealed,  for  example,  by  the  history  of 
the  Nation’s  efforts  to  meet  its  needs  for  flood  control. 

The  committee  is  convinced  that  the  Nation  must  now  cross  another 
threshold  in  the  development  of  national  policy.  A  continuous  and 
vast  urban  area  will  eventually  extend  from  the  National  Capital  to 
Boston.  Once  this  is  recognized  it  will  be  clear  that  individual  com¬ 
munities  will  no  longer  be  able  to  meet  the  needs  of  their  people  for 
water  to  drink  and  to  supply  then’  factories.  Already  metropolitan 
regions  like  New  York  have  had  to  reach  out  into  other  States  for 
water.  Soon  the  rapidly  developing  megalopolis  will  be  seeking  a 
unified  system  to  supply  all  of  its  constituent  parts.  Water  from 
many  States  will  pass  into  this  system  and  the  Federal  Government 
can  no  longer  stand  aloof.  The  Congress  will  be  able  to  regulate  the 
rate  at  which  any  regional  plan  it  may  adopt  will  be  be  put  into  effect 
by  authorizing  components  thereof  as  they  are  needed,  and  through 
the  appropriations  process. 

The  committee  wishes  to  make  it  clear  that  the  preparation  of  a 
plan  for  meeting  the  long-range  water  supply  needs  of  the  northeastern 
megalopolis  will  not  hinder  the  development  of  the  comprehensive 
and  multiple-purpose  river  basin  plans  called  for  by  the  recently 
enacted  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (Public  Law  89-SO).  The 
preparation  of  plans  for  the  use  of  the  rivers  of  the  northeast  for  all 
beneficial  purposes  will  go  forward  under  that  act.  The  intent  of 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


11 


title  I  is  that  the  plan  for  a  northeastern  water  supply  sj^stem  shall 
be  made  up  of  major  reservoirs  encompassed  by,  and  constituting 
integral  components  of,  the  plans  formulated  for  the  development  of 
individual  river  basins.  What  the  committee  is  seeking  is  an  inde¬ 
pendent  look  at  the  transcendent  water  problem  of  the  entire  region, 
and  a  plan  that  will  lead  to  the  coordination  of  individual  river  basin 
plans  in  the  light  of  that  need. 

The  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  that  the  legislation  envisioned 
in  title  I  will  result  in  no  impairment  of  existing  interstate  compacts, 
such  as  the  Delaware  River  compact,  the  New  England  compact,  and 
others.  On  the  other  hand,  the  committee  firmly  believes  that  it  will 
represent  an  additional  tool  for  these  groups  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
contemplated  in  the  legislation  establishing  these  compacts. 

In  addition,  it  will  aid  greatly  the  expeditious  cooperative  enterprise 
which  needs  to  be  carried  on  and  which  is  now  being  pioneered  by  the 
Delaware  River  Compact  Commission,  and  by  the  other  groups  and 
associations  in  this  category.  By  establishing  the  framewoik  in 
which  the  Federal  and  State  agencies  can  all  work  together  there  will 
be  achieved  a  unity  of  purpose  and  common  understanding  of  what  is 
sought.  It  will  provide  a  public  forum  where  all  vitally  concerned 
with  the  staggering  problem  of  water  supply  in  the  Northeastern 
States  can  be  heard  to  the  end  that  a  plan  may  be  developed  which  will 
solve  one  of  the  greatest  domestic  problems  now  facing  the  United 
States. 

Further,  this  title  provides  that  any  works  proposed  must  be 
specifically  authorized  by  law.  The  usual  procedure  for  formulation 
of  such  plans  including  coordination  with  State,  Federal,  and  inter¬ 
state  agencies  is  a  prerequisite  to  such  enactment.  The  same  pro¬ 
cedures  as  contained  in  the  present  laws  shall  be  applicable  to  such 
projects.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  plan  would  be  a  combina¬ 
tion  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  works  taking  into  account  those 
features  which  may  best  be  constructed  or  operated  and  maintained 
by  non-Federal  interests. 

The  committee  believes  that  there  is  every  need  for  a  solution,  both 
in  the  near  future  and  in  the  long-range  field  of  planning.  The  popula¬ 
tion  density  in  these  States  and  the  associated  problems  must,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  committee,  make  it  apparent  to  eveiy  person  that  there 
is  no  time  to  waste. 

In  conclusion  the  committee  feels  that  this  legislation  will  be  a  step 
in  achieving  what  long  has  been  a  national  aspiration  and  one  which 
has  caused  increasing  apprehension  on  the  part  of  many.  There 
should  be  no  misunderstanding  about  the  fact  that  eventually  there 
will  be  the  need  for  similar  planning  in  other  parts  of  the  Nation. 
The  committee  considers  that  the  experience  gamed  in  the  Northeast 
would  be  of  tremendous  value  in  indicating  an  approach  in  other 
regions  where  the  need  for  an  assured  water  supply  is  imminent. 

This  step  forward  in  development  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
Nation  marks  a  breakthrough  similar  to  the  step  forward  authorized 
by  the  Congress  29  years  ago  in  the  1936  Flood  Control  Act.  It 
complements  and  carries  out  the  philosophy  that  was  approved  and 
enacted  in  the  Appalachia  bill,  in  the  Public  Works  and  Economic 
Development  Act,  and  in  other  measures  which  have  been  approved 
by  the  committee  during  this  session  of  the  Congress. 
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Analysis  of  Title  II — Flood  Control 

SECTION  201 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  make  possible  more  expeditious 
authorization  of  relatively  small  water  resource  development  projects. 
Under  existing  legislation  such  projects  generally  are  included  in 
omnibus  river  and  harbor  or  flood  control  bills  and  are  subject  to  the 
same  time-consuming  authorization  procedures  as  are  major  projects. 
This  may  delay  action  for  several  years  on  relatively  minor  projects 
that  could  have  been  in  operation  and  meeting  urgent  needs  through¬ 
out  the  period  in  which  they  are  awaiting  consideration  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  a  whole.  Enactment  of  this  section  will  make  it  possible  for 
the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  review  such  projects  and  to  approve  then  by  committee 
resolution.  This  is  the  procedure  established  by  acts  of  Congress 
for  the  programs  being  carried  out  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
under  the  Watershed  Flood  Prevention  Act  of  1944  (16  U.S.C.  1001- 
1008)  and  the  General  Services  Administration  under  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  of  1959  (40  U.S.C.  601-615).  The  procedure  pre¬ 
scribed  by  those  acts  have  made  possible  prompt  congressional  action 
on  numerous  projects  throughout  the  Nation. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  committee  that  the  usual  survey  procedure 
will  apply  to  projects  authorized  under  this  section,  and  investigations 
and  reports  of  surveys  will  be  made  pursuant  to  either  an  act  of 
Congress  or  by  resolution  of  one  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works, 
as  appropriate.  This  section  does  not  affect,  repeal,  modify,  or  amend 
laws  concerning  small  project  authorization  for  river  and  harbor 
improvements  (33  U.S.C.  577),  flood  control  (33  U.S.C.  701s),  shore 
and  beach  restoration  and  protection  (33  U.S.C.  426g)  or  other  water 
resource  development  purposes. 

SECTION  202 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  provisions  of  local  co¬ 
operation  which  have  been  in  effect  for  some  time,  and  provides  that 
project  authorization  shall  expire  if  local  cooperation  is  not  forth¬ 
coming  within  5  years  after  appropriate  notification. 

SECTION  203 

This  section  is  the  same  as  that  which  has  been  included  in  the  last 
several  flood  control  acts.  It  continues  the  present  procedure  of 
submitting  reports  to  the  interested  States  and  agencies  prior  to 
submission  to  Congress. 

SECTION  204 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  flood  control, 
hurricane  protection,  and  multiple-purpose  works  in  title  II.  The 
initial  table  lists  the  projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  costs.  Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 
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Project 


Arkansas  River,  Great  Bend  and  vicinity,  Kansas... 

Arkansas  River,  Las  Animas,  Colo _ _ 

Bayou  Bodcau,  Ark.  and  La _ 

Big  Creek,  Hays,  Kans _ _ _ _ 

Big  Sandy  River  and  tributaries,  Kentucky,  West 

Virginia,  and  Virginia. 

Big  Sioux  River,  Iowa  and  S.  Dak _ 

Big  Stone  Lake  and  Whetstone  River,  Minn,  and  S. 

Dak. 

Biseayne,  Bay,  Fla _ 

Hendry  County,  central  and  southern  Florida _ 

Southwest  Dade  County,  central  and  southern  Florida. 

Caddo  Dam,  La _ 

Chagrin  River,  Ohio _ 

Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers,  Iowa  and  Mo. 

Charters  Creek,  Pa _ 

Cheat  River,  W.  Va _ 

Crutcho  Creek,  Okla _ 

Des  Moines,  Iowa _ 

East  Rockaway  Inlet,  N.Y _ 

East  St.  Louis,  Ill _ 

Eel  River,  Calif _ 

El  Paso,  Tex - - - - - 

Elizabeth  River,  N.J _ 

Fishing  River,  Mo _ 

Flint  River,  Ga _ 

Gila  River  at  Phoenix,  Ariz _ 

Gila  River-Indian  Bend  Wash,  Ariz _ 

Gila  River-Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Ariz _ 

Grand  Isle  and  vicinity,  Louisiana _ 

Grand  River  at  Grand ville,  Mich _ 

Grand  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and  Iowa _ 

Grande  Ronde  River,  Oreg _ 

Highland  Bayou,  Tex. - - - 

Hocking  River  Basin,  Ohio _ 

Housatonic  River,  Conn.,  N.Y.,  and  Mass _ 

Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa _ 

James  River,  N.Dak _ 

John  Day  lock  and  dam,  Oregon  and  Washington. .. 

John  Martin  Reservoir,  Colo _ 

John  Redmond  Reservoir,  Grand  River,  Kans _ 

Kaskaskia  River  levees,  Illinois _ 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  La _ ... 

Lee  Creek,  Ark.  and  Okla _ 

Little  Colorado  River,  Winslow,  Ariz _ 

Little  Nemaha  River,  Nebr _ _ _ _ _ 

Little  Rock  levees,  Arkansas _ _ _ _ _ 

Lytle  and  Warm  Creeks,  Calif _ 

Martins  Fork  Reservoir,  Ky _ 

Mississippi  River  and  tributaries _ _ _ 

Morgan  City  and  vicinity,  Louisiana _ 

Napa  River,  Calif _ _ _ 

Neuse  River  Basin,  N.C _ 

New  Bern,  N.C _ 

Ocracoke  Island,  N.C. _ _ _ _ 

Ouachita  River  and  tributaries,  Monroe,  La _ 

Pat  Mayse  Reservoir,  Tex _ 

Phillippi  Creek,  Fla _ 

Pine  Bluff  sewer  outfall,  Arkansas _ 

Platte  River,  Mo.  and  Iowa _ 

Rahway  River,  N.J _ _ _ 

Roseau  River,  Minn _ , _ 

San  Diego  River.  Calif _ 

Sandy  Lick  Creek,  Pa _ 

Sawmill  River  and  tributaries,  New  York _ 

Scotts  Creek,  Calif _ 

Shidler  Reservoir-Salt  Creek,  Okla _ 

Skunk  River,  Iowa. . . . . 

Sonoma  Creek,  Calif _ 

St.  Francis  River  Drainage  District  7,  Ark _ 

St.  John  River  (Dickey  and  Lincoln  School),  Maine. 

Staten  Island,  N.Y _ _ 

Stratford,  Conn _ _ _ 

Sun  River  at  Great  Falls,  Mont _ 

Tahquitz  Creek-White  W'ater  River,  Calif _ 

Taylors  Bayou,  Tex _ 

Trinidad  Dam,  Colo _ _ _ 

Wabash  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois  and  Indiana, 

No.  1. 

Wabash  River  and  tributaries,  Illinois  and  Indiana, 

No.  2. 

1  Amounts  in  parenthesis  not  included  in  total; 

-  To  be  determinedi 


Document  No. 


Federal  cost  of 
new  work  i 


H.  182,  89tli  Cong. 
H.  165,  89th  Cong 
H.  203,  89th  Cong. 
S.  22,  89th  Cong... 
H.  246,  89th  Cong. 


$4, 030, 000 
1,541,000 
1, 524, 000 
2, 702, 000 
51, 491,  000 


H.  199,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  579,  87th  Cong _ 

H.  193,  88th  Cong _ 

II.  213,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  102,  88th  Cong _ 

S.  20,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  39,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  35,  89th  Cong . . 

H.  238,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  302,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  243,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  47,  89th  Cong _ 

Modification  of  existing  project. 

H.  215,  89th  Cong... . . 

H.  329,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  234,  89th  Cong. - 

H.  207,  89th  Cong. . . 

H.  249,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  281,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  567,  87th  Cong. . . 

H.  216,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  303,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  189,  89th  Cong.. . . 

H.  184,  89th  Cong . . 

H.  157,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  241,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  280,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  168,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  287,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  324,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  166,  89th  Cong . . 

H.  266,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  28,  89th  Cong . . 

Modification  of  existing  project. 

S.  27,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  351,  88th  Cong _ 

II.  231,  89th  Cong . . 

H.  270,  89th  Cong . . 

S.  63,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  160,  89th  Cong. . . 

S.  55,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  53,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  244,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  308,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  167,  89th  Cong - 

H.  222,  89th  Cong . 

H.  175,  89th  Cong - 

H.  183,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  109,  89th  Cong _ 

II.  328,  88th  Cong - 


H.  156,  89th  Cong _ 

Modification  of  existing  project. 

H.  262,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  67,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  282,  89th  Cong . . 

H.  212,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  185,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  258,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  259,  89th  Cong . ... 

H.  242,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  267,  89th  Cong . . 

H.  224.  89th  Cong _ 

S.  57,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  236,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  181,  89th  Cong. . . 

H.  292,  88th  Cong _ 

Modification  of  existing  project. 

II.  223,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  206,  89th  Cong _ 

Modification  of  existing  project. 
S.  29,  89th  Cong _ _ _ 


H.  202,  89th  Cong. 


6, 400, 000 
3,885,000 

1, 954,  000 
(4, 986, 000) 


1, 934,  000 

2,  200,  000 

9,167,000 

12,  207,  000 

133,  548, 000 

1, 801, 000 

32,  620, 000 

6,  180, 000 

13,  732, 000 

12,  493, 000 

9,  769,  000 

7,  260,  000 

88,  653, 000 

58, 310, 000 

7,  250,  000 

6,  430, 000 

5,  500,  000 

1,  373,  000 

218,  009,  000 

20,  440,  000 

3,  500,  000 

4,  520,  000 

5,  100,  000 

17,  570,  000 

3,  083,  000 

706,000 

730, 000 

3, 498,  000 

56,  235, 000 

10, 000, 000 

2,  775,  000 

1,  524,  000 

363, 000 

9,  750,  000 

4,  860,  000 

181, 109,  000 

3,  049,  000 

14.  950,  000 

18,  600,  000 

10,  400,  000 

1,  636,  000 

520,  000 

310,  000 

4,  592, 000 

(2) 

26, 889, 000 

1,  514,  000 

2,  550,  000 

14,  600,  000 

1,  654, 000 

1,  924,  000 

9,  360,  000 

6, 150,  000 

12,  893,  000 

9,  400,  000 

1,372,000 

227,  000,  000 

6,  230,  000 

4,  340,  000 

3,  442,  000 

5,  004,  000 

44, 800, 000 

72, 900, 000 
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Project 

Document  No. 

Federal  cost  of 
new  work  1 

Walnut  River  and  tributaries,  Kansas _ 

H.  232,  89th  Cong _ 

$66, 036,  000 
418, 000 
3, 287, 000 
1,800,  000 
6,  680,  000 
179,  000 
8, 979,  000 
975,  000 

Waurika,  Okla _ _  ...  _ _ _ 

S.  33,  88th  Cong.-  _ 

H.  85,  89th  Cong _ 

White  Oak  Bayou,  Tex  -  -  _  _ _ _ 

H.  109,  89th  Cong _ 

Willow  Creek,  Oreg _  _ _  _ _  _ 

H.  233,  89th  Cong _ 

Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  ill _ 

H.  150,  88th  Cong _ 

Yuba  River-Bullards  Bar,  Calif _ _ 

n.  180,  89th  Cong _ _ 

Zumbro  River,  Minn _  _  _ _ 

H.  246,  88th  Cong . ___  _ 

Total,  88  projects  _ _ 

1, 622, 159, 000 

Arkansas  River  and  Tributaries  at  Great  Bend,  Ivans. 

(H.  Doc.  182,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Great  Bend,  the  county  seat  of  Barton  County,  is 
located  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Arkansas  River  at  river  mile  873  about 
228  miles  downstream  from  the  Colorado-Kansas  State  line.  The 
city  is  bordered  on  the  north  and  east  by  the  Walnut  Creek  watershed 
and  on  the  south  by  the  Arkansas  River. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  House  Flood  Control  Committee 
adopted  July  2,  1943,  and  January  21,  1944. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  at  Great 
Bend.  Local  interests  in  cooperation  writh  the  works  progress  admin¬ 
istration  constructed  some  flood  protection  works  on  the  Arkansas 
River  and  Little  Walnut  Creek. 

Flood  problem. — Aggradation  from  sediment  deposit  has  reduced 
the  channel  capacities  to  4,000  cubic  feet  per  second  on  the  Arkansas 
River  and  2,100  cubic  feet  per  second  on  Walnut  Creek.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  flood  of  record  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend,  which 
was  partially  controlled  by  John  Martin  Dam,  had  a  peak  discharge 
at  Great  Bend  of  20,200  cubic  feet  per  second.  A  recurrence  of  a 
discharge  of  this  magnitude  under  existing  conditions  would  cause 
damages  estimated  at  $1,770,000.  The  maximum  flood  of  record  on 
Walnut  Creek  had  a  discharge  of  12,700  cubic  feet  per  second  near 
Albert,  about  14  miles  northwest  of  the  city.  A  recurrence  of  this 
flood  would  cause  damages  estimated  at  $2,345,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  6.2  miles  of 
leveed  channel  to  divert  Walnut  Creek  floodflows  around  Great  Bend 
into  the  Arkansas  River  at  a  point  southwest  of  and  upstream  from 
the  city;  a  leveed  channel  1.5  miles  long  to  direct  Little  Walnut  Creek 
floodflows  into  the  Walnut  diversion  channel;  6  miles  of  improved 
channel  with  levees  along  the  Arkansas  River;  and  a  tieback  levee 
4.3  miles  long  on  the  left  bank  of  the  river  upstream  from  the  entrance 
of  the  Walnut  diversion  channel;  and  appurtenant  works. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1963 ) 

Federal _  $4,  030,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,810,000 


Total 


5,  840,  000 
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Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$127, 600 

0 

$67, 280 
29, 820 

$184, 880 
29, 820 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

127, 600 

87, 100 

214, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

826,800 
16, 400 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ 

843, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way, 
and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project, 
including  easements  required  for  flood-zoning  purposes  in  the  ponding 
areas ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works  and  free  from  claims  as  a  result  of  flooding  from 
residual  interior  runoff  during  operation  of  the  project;  prohibit  any 
encroachment  on  the  design  capacities  of  the  river  channel,  diversion 
channels,  interior  drains,  and  ponding  areas;  and  if  the  ponding  area 
capacities  are  impaired,  provide  promptly,  without  cost  to  the  United 
States,  substitute  storage  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity;  inform 
periodically  all  concerned,  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  that  some  flooding  will  continue  to  occur  because  of 
temporary  ponding;  make  any  alterations  to  existing  improvements, 
other  than  railroad  bridges  and  approaches  connected  therewith; 
provide  fences  on  both  sides  of  the  Walnut  diversion  channel  for  struc¬ 
tural  protection  and  as  a  safety  measure  during  periods  of  high  flow; 
and  maintain  and  operate  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  he  Army.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  that  the  city  of  Great  Bend 
is  in  need  of  flood  protection,  and  considers  the  recommended  project 
a  sound  and  well  justified  solution  to  the  serious  flood  problem. 

Arkansas  River,  Las  Animas,  Colo. 

(H.  Doc.  165,  S9th  Cong.) 

Location. — Las  Animas  is  located  on  the  south  bank  of  the  Arkansas 
River  in  southeastern  Colorado  about  75  miles  upstream  from  the 
Colorado-Kansas  State  line. 

Authority.—  Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Commerce  Committee 
adopted  September  30,  1942,  and  the  House  Flood  Control  Committee 
adopted  July  2,  1943. 

Existing  project.-—  There  is  no  existing  flood  control  project  at  Las 
Animas.  The  Pueblo  Reservoir  authorized  for  construction  by  the 
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Bureau  of  Reclamation  as  an  element  of  the  Fryingp an -Arkansas 
project  is  located  about  117  miles  upstream  from  Las  Animas  and  it 
will  reduce  floodflows  materially. 

Flood  problem: — Sediment  deposited  in  the  river  channel  has  grad¬ 
ually  reduced  the  capacity  so  that  overbank  flow  now  occurs  at  about 
6,500  cubic  feet  per  second  and  urban  flooding  occurs  at  10,000  cubic 
feet  per  second.  The  maximum  flood  of  record  with  a  peak  flow  of 
187,000  cubic  feet  per  second  would  cause  more  than  $3  million  in 
damages  which  would  be  reduced  to  about  $2.5  million  with  Pueblo 
Reservoir  constructed. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  a  levee  about 
9.6  miles  long  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Arkansas  River  beginning 
about  5 K  miles  upstream  from  the  city  of  Las  Animas  and  extending 
downstream  to  the  mouth  of  the  Purgatoire  River,  a  left  bank  levee 
extending  about  1  mile  upstream  from  the  junction  of  Colorado  State 
Highway  194  and  U.S.  Highway  50,  protective  measures  for  the 
levees,  and  interior  drainage  works. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1963 ) 

Federal _  $1,  541,  000 

Non-Federal _  184,  000 

Total _  1,  725,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . . 

$48, 800 

$5. 800 
4, 400 

$54, 600 
4,400 

Maintenance  and  operation...  .  .  . . 

Total . . . . . . . 

48,  800 

10,200 

59,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

70, 500 
3,  900 

Increased  land  utilization . . . . . . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

74,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  easements  required 
for  flood-zoning  purposes  in  the  ponding  areas;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  at  least  annually  inform  individuals 
concerned  about  the  residual  flood  problem  involved  owing  to  tem¬ 
porary  ponding;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  river  channel,  which 
would  reduce  the  design  flow  capacity  through  the  leveed  section  and 
on  the  ponding  areas  and  interior  drains;  and,  if  ponding  area  capacity 
is  impaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping 
capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States;  make  any 
alterations  to  existing  improvements,  other  than  railroad  bridges  and 
approaches  in  connection  therewith;  and  maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  completion,  including  the  overbank  clearing  under  and 
between  the  new  highway  bridge  and  the  existing  railroad  bridge. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  require¬ 
ments. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


17 


Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Colorado:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — ^The  committee  notes  that  Las  Animas  has  a  long  history 
of  floods,  and  the  problem  of  reduced  channel  capacity  from  sediment 
deposition  continues  to  increase  the  flood  damage  potential.  It 
believes  the  project  is  soundly  conceived  and  its  operation  well 
coordinated  with  other  water  resource  developments  in  the  area. 

Bayou  Bodcau  Reservoir,  Bayou  Bodcau,  and  Red  Chute, 
Loggy,  Black,  and  Cypress  Bayous,  Ark.  and  La. 

(H.  Doc.  203,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bayou  Bodcau  drains  1,150  square  miles  in  southwestern 
Arkansas  and  northwestern  Louisiana.  It  rises  in  the  vicinity  of 
Hope,  Ark.,  flows  southerly  through  Bayou  Bodcau  Reservoir  and 
Bodcau  Lake  to  join  Cypress  Bayou  and  form  Red  Chute  Bayou. 
The  flow  continues  through  Red  Chute  Bayou,  Flat  River,  and 
Loggy  Bayou,  and  enters  Red  River  from  the  left  bank  about  40  miles 
below  Shreveport,  La. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of 
the  House  of  Representatives,  United  States,  adopted  June  13,  1956, 
and  May  23,  1957,  concerning  the  advisability  of  improvements  for 
flood  control  and  related  purposes. 

Existing  -project.— Federal  flood  control  projects  in  the  area  include: 
The  existing  project  “Red  River  below  Denison  Dam,  Tex.,  Okla., 
Ark.,  and  La.,”  which  provides  for  construction  of  upstream  reservoirs 
in  combination  with  existing  or  authorized  Federal  and  non-Federal 
levee  improvements,  channel  stabilization,  and  incorporation  of 
existing  projects.  Two  of  the  six  initially  authorized  reservoirs, 
Texarkana  and  Ferrells  Bridge,  are  now  in  operation,  and  the  levee 
and  bank  stabilization  feature  below  Fulton,  Ark.,  is  87  percent  com¬ 
plete.  The  Bayou  Bodcau  Reservoir,  which  contains  no  permanent 
pool,  is  complete  for  flood  control;  the  Bayou  Bodcau,  Red  Chute, 
and  Loggy  Bayou,  Louisiana,  project,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  August  18,  1941,  which  provides  for  channel  improvement 
of  Loggy  Bayou,  Flat  River,  and  Red  Chute  Bayou,  has  been  com¬ 
pleted.  The  State  of  Louisiana  participated  in  the  improvement. 

Flood  problems. — Since  1940,  five  floods  have  cause  major  damages  in 
the  basin.  Flooding  is  caused  by  headwater  overflow  from  Bayou 
Bodcau,  Cypress  Bayou,  Black  Bayou,  Flat  River,  Red  Chute  Bayou, 
and  their  tributaries,  and  to  a  lesser  extent  by  backwater  from  Red 
River  entering  the  area  through  Loggy  Bayou.  The  average  annual 
flood  damages  are  estimated  at  $85,000  under  present  conditions  and 
$59,000  under  ultimate  conditions  with  the  authorized  upstream  reser¬ 
voirs  on  tributaries  of  Red  River  in  operation. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Extension  )f  the  existing  levee 
along  Cypress  Bayou,  generally  in  a  southerly  direction  to  the  junction 
of  Cross  Bayou  and  Red  Chute  Bayou  and  thence  parallel  to  the  west 
bank  of  Red  Chute  for  a  distance  of  9.5  miles  with  channel  clearing  and 
snagging  on  Red  Chute  Bayou  between  miles  11  and  20.2  above  the 
mouth;  construction  of  the  Flat  River-Loggy  Bayou  levee  which  would 
extend  about  32.1  miles  from  the  lower  end  of  the  existing  Red  River 
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levee  in  the  vicinity  of  Ninock,  La.,  along  the  high  bank  of  Red  River 
to  a  point  on  the  right  descending  bank  of  Loggy  Bayou,  approxi¬ 
mately  1  mile  above  its  mouth,  thence  along  the  right  banks  of  Loggy 
Bayou,  Flat  River,  Red  Chute,  and  Cutoff  Bayous,  and  tie  into 
the  existing  Red  River  levee  near  Taylortown,  La.;  and  enlargement 
of  11.6  miles  of  the  Flat  River  channel  from  Cutoff  Bayou  to  Cooper 
Bayou.  Landside  drainage,  sump  areas,  drainage  structures,  reloca¬ 
tion  of  pipelines  and  utilities,  and  modification  of  bridges  would  be 
required  in  connection  with  the  work. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1961) 

Federal _ $1,  524,  000 

Non-Federal _  907,  000 

Total _ _ _ _  2,431,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$48, 700 

$55, 200 
24, 100 

$103, 900 
24, 100 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Tnt.nl 

48, 700 

79, 300 

128, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

53, 400 
180, 600 

Increased  land  use _ 

Total . . 

234,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way;  reloca¬ 
tions  and  alterations  of  utilities;  hold  and  save;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ments  on  channels  and  ponding  areas;  maintain  and  operate;  accom¬ 
plish  associated  drainage  works.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  comply. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Generally  favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana :  Generally  favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  the  proposed  improvement  will 
provide  urgently  needed  flood  protection  for  a  large  agricultural  area, 
improve  drainage  conditions,  and  decrease  the  time  of  flooding  due 
to  the  larger  floods.  Also,  it  has  been  noted  that  the  project  will 
permit  the  conversion  of  cleared  land  to  higher  agricultural  use  and 
the  conversion  of  woodland  to  agricultural  use. 
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Big  Creek  at  Hats,  Kans. 

•  ■ 

(S.  Doc.  22,  S9th  Cong.) 

Location. — Big  Creek  is  a  left-bank  tributary  of  Smoky  Hill  River 
in  west-central  Kansas.  Hays,  county  seat  of  Ellis  County,  has  a 
population  of  about  12,000. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  U.S.  Senate, 
adopted  May  29,  1951. 

Existing  project. — While  there  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements 
in  the  Big  Creek  Basin,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  currently 
preparing  a  feasibility  report  on  the  Ellis  irrigation  unit,  which 
includes  a  multiple-purpose  reservoir  at  the  Round  Mound  site  about 
17  miles  upstream  from  Hays. 

Flood  problem.- — Flooding  at  Hays  is  caused  by  overflows  from  Big 
Creek,  Lincoln  Draw,  and  Chetolah  Creek.  Although  the  frequency 
and  maximum  severity  of  Big  Creek  floods  at  Hays  would  be  reduced 
by  the  potential  Round  Mound  Reservoir,  a  recurrence  of  the  1951 
flood  would  be  largely  unaffected,  since  the  storm  which  generated 
that  flood  was  centered  below  the  damsite.  Average  annual  flood 
damages,  under  existing  conditions,  are  estimated  at  about  $265,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  channel 
improvements  and  levees  along  Big  Creek,  a  diversion  channel  and 
levee  on  Lincoln  Draw,  and  a  detention  structure,  channel  improve¬ 
ments,  and  levees  on  Chetolah  Creek 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1 963) 

Federal _  $2,702,000 

Non-Federal _  1,  009,  000 

Total _  3,711,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$85,  eoo 

0 

$33,  200 
7, 900 

$118, 800 
7,900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _  _ _ 

Total _ _ 

85, 600 

41, 100 

126,700 

243, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  etc.; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  from  damages;  perform  necessary 
alterations  and  relocations  of  utilities  and  structures;  maintain  and 
operate  the  project;  prevent  encroachments  on  improved  channels; 
keep  local  people  informed  of  project  effects.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  aware  of  necessity  for  flood  protection 
to  the  city  of  Hays.  This  project  is  well  justified. 
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Big  Sandy  River  and  Tributaries,  Kentucky,  West  Virginia, 

and  Virginia 

(H.  Doc.  246,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  Big  Sandy  River  Basin  is  located  in  eastern  Ken¬ 
tucky,  western  West  Virginia,  and  the  northern  tip  of  Virginia.  Big 
Sandy  River,  formed  by  the  junction  of  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks  at 
Louisa,  Ky.,  flows  northerly  about  27  miles,  and  enters  the  Ohio 
River  about  10  miles  downstream  from  Huntington. 

Authority. — -Partial  response  to  resolutions  adopted  April  21,  1954, 
and  March  19,  1963,  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate 
and  adopted  June  19,  1963,  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Existing  project. — One  reservoir  project  (Dewey  Reservoir)  and 
two  local  protection  projects  (Prestonburg,  Ky.,  and  Williamson, 
W.  Va.)  have  been  completed.  The  Dewey  Reservoir  is  located  on 
Johns  Creek.  The  Prestonburg,  Ky.,  local  backwater  protection 
project  was  completed  in  1959  at  a  cost  of  $371,000  and  consists  of  a 
evee  and  a  pumping  station  for  protection  of  Prestonburg  from 
Levisa  Fork  backwater  floods.  The  Williamson,  W.  Va.,  local  pro¬ 
tection  project  was  completed  in  1963  at  a  cost  of  about  $1,060,000 
and  consists  of  a  flood  wall  with  gate  openings  and  a  pump  station 
and  will  provide  protection  for  the  main  part  of  Williamson  against 
floods  equal  to  the  major  flood  of  record.  Projects  presently  under 
construction  are  the  Fishtrap,  the  John  W.  Flannagan,  and  the 
North  Fork  of  Pound  Reservoir  projects.  One  reservoir  (Haysi 
Reservoir  project)  is  authorized  by  the  1938  Flood  Control  Act  as  a 
unit  in  the  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  in  the  Ohio  River 
Basin.  Stream  snagging  and  clearing  projects  to  alleviate  flooding 
at  Langley  and  in  the  Wayland  through  Garrett  area  on  the  Right 
Fork  of  Beaver  Creek  in  Floyd  County,  Ky.,  and  at  Meta  on  Johns 
Creek  at  Pike  County,  Ky.,  have  been  found  to  be  feasible  for  con¬ 
struction  under  authority  of  section  2  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1937,  as  amended. 

Flood  problem. — The  Big  Sandy  River  Basin  is  subject  to  frequent 
and  destructive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  during  the 
winter  and  early  spring  months.  The  flood  of  1957  resulted  in  dam¬ 
ages  amounting  to  $32,707,000  on  Levisa  Fork  and  $6,085,000  on 
Tug  Fork.  The  damages  from  the  March  1963  flood  were  estimated 
to  be  $19,951,000  in  the  Big  Sandy  River  Basin,  with  $17,761,000 
being  on  Levisa  Fork  and  $2,190,000  on  Tug  Fork. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  of 
improvement  provides  for  construction  of  the  Yatesville,  Paintsville, 
and  Panther  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  and  construction  of 
a  channel  improvement  project  on  Beaver  Creek  for  protection  of 
Martin,  Ky. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1964 ) 


Reservoirs 

Local  protec¬ 
tion,  Martin, 
Ky. 

Total 

Yatesville 

Paints  ville 

Panther 

Creek 

Federal  _ _ 

$20, 077, 000 
i  (2,  600, 000) 

$16, 974, 000 
i  (965, 000) 

$11, 094, 000 

1  (503,  000) 

$3,346,000 
110, 000 

$51, 491, 000 
110, 000 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _ 

20, 077, 000 

16, 974, 000 

11,094,000 

3,456,000 

51, 601, 000 

i  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  separable  costs  of  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement. 


Project  economics 


Reservoirs 

Local 
protection, 
Martin,  Ky. 

Total 

Yatesville 

Paintsville 

Panther 

Creek 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$563, 000 
57,500 

$543,  000 
57, 200 

$360, 300 
56,900 

$133, 600 

0 

$1, 599, 900 
171, 600 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ 

Total  Federal 

620,  500 

600,  200 

417, 200 

133, 600 

1, 771,  600 

Non-Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

84,300 
262, 000 
35, 700 

32, 990 
107, 200 
22, 000 

17, 100 
55, 200 
2, 300 

4,500 
20, 000 

138, 800 
444, 400 
60, 000 

Maintenance _ 

Land  productivity _ 

Total  non-Federal _ _ _ 

382, 000 

162, 100 

74,  600 

24,  500 

643, 200 

Total  charges _ 

1, 002,  500 

762, 300 

491, 800 

158, 100 

2, 414, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ 

283,  500 
1,272,000 
210, 000 

159, 800 
523, 000 
357,  000 

133, 200 
279, 100 
105, 000 

159, 400 

735, 900 
2, 074, 100 
672, 000 

Recreation _ 

Water  quality _ 

Total _ 

1, 765, 500 

1, 039, 800 

517, 300 

159, 400 

3, 482, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 

1.8 

1.4 

1.1 

1. 01 

1.4 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Yatesville,  Paints- 
ville,  and  Panther  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  local  interests 
will  be  required  to  give  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  for  each  major  project  they  will  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  administer  project  land 
and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement; 
pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees), 
with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  first  cost  of  the  reservoir 
projects  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement, 
the  amounts  involved  being  currently  estimated  as  follows: 


Reservoir 

Total 

amount 

Initial 

amount 

Future 

amount 

Yatesville _  _ 

$2, 600,  000 
965, 000 
503, 500 

$1, 024, 000 
725,  000 
387, 000 

$1,576,000 
240,  000 
116,500 

Paintsville..  _ _  _ _ 

Panther  Creek _ 

Total _ 

4, 068, 500 

2, 136, 000 

1, 932,  500 
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Bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the  amounts 
involved  being  currently  estimated  as  follows  on  an  average  annual 
basis : 


Reservoir 

Total 
amount 1 

Initial 
amount 1 

Future 
amount 3 

Yates  ville _ 

$262, 000 
107, 000 
55, 000 

$125, 000 
88, 000 
45,  000 

$212, 000 
29,  000 
15, 500 

PaiatsviUe— _ _ _ 

Panther  Greek _ _ _ 

Total  _  _  _  . .  .  . 

424, 000 

258, 000 

256, 500 

1  Values  are  on  average  annual  basis  distributed  over  the  economic  life  of  the  project. 
3  Not  discounted. 


Provided  further,  that  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development, 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the  recreation  and  fish  and 
wild  life  enhancement  features  of  the  reservoirs  may  be  modified  in 
accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided  in  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act,  depending  upon  the  intentions  of  local  interests  re¬ 
garding  participation  in  the  costs  of  these  features  at  the  time  of  reser¬ 
voir  construction  and  subsequent  thereto,  and  that  appropriate 
adjustments  reflecting  such  modifications  may  be  made  in  the  alloca¬ 
tion  of  costs  to  other  project  purposes;  and  provided  further  that  the 
local  participation  in  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  features  may 
be  modified  to  conform  with  standards  established  by  studies  made 
pursuant  to  programs  pertaining  to  Appalachia;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  resulting  from  water-rights  claims 
due  to  construction  and  operation  of  the  project;  exercise  to  the  full 
extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of  streamflow 
made  available  for  water  quality  control;  contribute  to  the  control  of 
pollution  of  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate 
treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source;  and 
protect  channels  downstream  from  the  reservoirs  from  encroachment 
which  would  adversely  affect  operation  of  the  reservoir  system;  prior  to 
construction  of  the  channel  improvement  project  on  Beaver  Creek  for 
the  protection  of  Martin,  Ky.,  local  interests  furnish  assurances  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  provide  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  spoil-disposal  areas,  and 
rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  operation  of  these  works; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  work;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary 
utility  relocations  and  alterations,  highway  or  highway  bridge  construc¬ 
tion,  and  other  alterations  required  in  connection  with  these  works; 
prevent  encroachments  on  the  improved  channel  which  might  interfere 
with  the  proper  functioning  of  the  project;  maintain  the  improved 
channel  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army;  and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  chan¬ 
nel  improvement  will  not  provide  complete  protection  against  a  flood 
greater  than  that  which  occurred  in  January  1946. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 
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Commonwealth  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress,  but  expects 
that  after  authorization,  a  reanalysis  of  the  benefits  and  costs  of  the 
proposed  projects,  including  such  reformulation  as  may  be  necessary, 
to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  would  be 
made  prior  to  the  initiation  of  construction. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  projects 
will  provide  a  substantial  degree  of  flood  protection  in  the  basin  in 
addition  to  increasing  available  water  supplies  for  municipal  and 
industrial  use.  The  reservoirs  would  be  attractive  lakes  for  outdoor 
recreation.  Construction  of  the  projects  would  provide  employment 
in  the  Big  Sandy  River  Basin  where  economic  redevelopment  is 
needed. 

The  committee  considers  it  appropriate  that  prior  to  initiation  of 
construction  the  Department  of  the  Army  prepare  an  analysis  of 
benefits  and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects,  including  such  reformula¬ 
tion  as  may  be  necessary  to  conform  to  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act. 

Big  Sioux  River,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota 
(H.  Doc.  199,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  Big  Sioux  River  rises  in  northeastern  South  D  kota 
and  flows  generally  south  to  join  the  Missouri  River  just  above  bioux 
City,  Iowa. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  a  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the 
basin  providing  for  channel  improvement,  levees,  and  a  diversion 
channel  at  the  city  of  Sioux  Falls.  Also,  there  is  an  authorized  but 
uncons tructed  harbor  project  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  at  Sioux 
City,  Iowa. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  generate  from  snowmelt  in  the  spring  and 
from  heavy  rainfalls  in  early  and  late  summer.  The  channel  of  the 
lower  Big  Sioux  River  is  tortuous  and  winding  and  its  capacity  is 
small  causing  frequent  flooding  of  agricultural  lands  and  improvements 
in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Consists  of  enlargement, 
cleanout,  and  channel  cutoffs  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  from  its  mouth 
to  about  2  miles  north  of  Akron,  Iowa.  Minor  alterations  to  one 
highway  bridge  and  two  short  sections  of  gravel  road  would  be 
required. 

Estimated  cost  ( October  1963  prices ) 


Federal _  $6,  400,  000 

Non-Federal _  384,  000 


Total _  6,  784,  000 

Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $205,  500 

Maintenance  and  operation _  20,  000 


Total _  285,  500 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _  324,  600 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
all  necessary  alterations  and  relocations;  maintain  and  operate  the 
project;  hold  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  lands 
required  for  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  measures;  develop,  manage, 
and  maintain  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  and  habitat  areas;  keep  local 
interests  advised  of  flood  protection  effectiveness  of  the  improvement. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Does  not  concur  in  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation 
plan.  Have  expressed  the  view  fcnat  the  report  should  be  delayed 
pending  results  of  authorized  study  of  upstream  reservoirs.  It 
is  the  view  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  that  the  proposed  project 
will  be  compatible  with,  and  enhanced  by,  any  future  flood 
control  plan  that  might  be  developed  for  the  upper  basin,  and  will 
not  become  redundant  as  a  result  of  any  upstream  reservoirs  that 
may  later  be  authorized  and  built.  It  is  Jhis  further  view  that 
this  proposed  project  will  not  bar  consideration  of  other  projects 
which  may  be  developed  in  the  basin  in  the  future.  He  therefore 
recommends  authorization  of  the  project  without  further  delay. 
If  the  project  is  authorized,  the  corps  will  continue  coordination 
with  concerned  interests  during  advanced  planning  with  a  view  to 
developing  a  mutually  agreeable  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  plan. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  State  of  Iowa  has  not  con¬ 
curred  in  the  plan,  and  that  controversy  is  apparent  pertaining  to  the 
conservation  and  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  values.  The  commit¬ 
tee  also  is  aware  that  some  interests  prefer  further  consideration  of 
upstream  reservoirs  prior  to  the  development  of  the  channel.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  committee  believes  it  advisable  the  project  be  authorized 
subject  to  the  provision  that  it  be  compatible  witn  a  fish  and  wildlife 
mitigation  plan  and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the  upper  basin  of 
the  Big  Sioux  River,  both  to  be  approved  by  the  States  of  Iowa  and 
South  Dakota. 

Big  Stone  Lake,  Whetstone  River,  Minn,  and  S.  Dak. 

(H.  Doc.  579,  87th  Cong,  and  H.  Doc.  193,  S8th  Cong.) 

Location. — Big  Stone  Lake  is  located  on  the  Minnesota-South 
Dakota  State  line  at  the  head  of  the  Minnesota  River.  Whetstone 
River  is  a  tributary  of  the  Minnesota  River.  The  confluence  of  Whet¬ 
stone  River  with  the  Minnesota  River  is  immediately  below  Big 
Stone  Lake. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  22,  1936. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  projects  in  the 
immediate  project  area.  Non-Federal  project  consists  of  an  outlet 
control  dam  at  Big  Stone  Lake,  a  diversion  of  Whetstone  River  into 
Big  Stone  Lake,  a  silt  barrier  at  the  diversion,  and  channel  improve¬ 
ment  immediately  below  Big  Stone  Lake. 

Flood  problem. —  (1)  Local  interests  never  acquired  flowage  rights 
on  Big  Stone  Lake,  as  a  result  the  project  has  failed  to  solve  the  flood 
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problems;  (2)  diversion  of  Whetstone  River  has  resulted  in  excessive 
stages  on  Big  Stone  Lake;  (3)  releases  of  flood  waters  from  Big  Stone 
Lake  for  long  periods  has  resulted  in  flood  problems  to  downstream 
agricultural  interests;  (4)  silt  deposition  resulting  from  the  diversion 
of  Whetstone  River  has  resulted  in  loss  of  lake  area;  and  (5)  the 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
finds  that  this  area  would  be  an  unparalleled  strategic  location  for  a 
national  wildlife  refuge  which  would  be  of  high  value  for  development 
of  waterfowl  resources;  and  that  it  would  be  of  national  significance 
in  that  Bureau’s  migratory  bird  management  program. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  dam,  reservoir, 
and  appurtenant  works  on  Minnesota  River  above  U.S.  Highway  No. 
75,  including  improvements  of  about  2.5  miles  of  drainage  ditch  and 
acquisition  of  about  1,600  acres  of  additional  lands  bordering  the 
reservoir  specifically  for  wildlife  conservation  and  development; 
modification  of  the  outlet  control  dam,  Big  Stone  Lake,  by  lowering 
the  crest  3  feet  and  providing  6  feet  of  stop-log  control;  modification 
of  the  silt  barrier,  Big  Stone  Lake,  by  raising  the  crest  1  foot;  bank 
stabilization  and  related  work  in  the  lower  6-mile  reach  of  Whetstone 
River;  and  channel  improvement  on  Minnesota  River  for  about  3 
miles  below  the  lake  outlet  control  dam. 

Estimated,  cost  {price  level  of  November  1959) 

Federal _  $3,  885,  000 

Non-Federal _  118,000 

Total _  4,  003,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$141. 600 
2,000 
15, 900 

$4, 200 
3,000 

$145, 800 
5,000 
15, 900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total  _  .  _ 

159, 500 

7,200 

166, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

19, 100 
32,000 
137, 900 

Rpp.rp.atiOTi  _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _ 

Total _ 

189, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — For  the  project  as  a  whole:  Contribute  in  cash 
20  percent  of  the  cost  allocated  to  flood  control,  such  contribution 
being  presently  estimated  at  $102,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  commencement  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  allocation  of 
cost  to  be  made  after  the  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  and  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works.  For  the  project,  exclusive  of  the  dam  and  reservoir:  Provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  maintain  and  operate 
the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ;  make  at  their  own  expense  all  necessary 
changes  to  highways,  highway  bridges  and  approaches,,  utilities,  and 
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miscellaneous  existing  improvements;  and  prevent  encroachments 
which  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved 
channel;  provided  further  that,  prior  to  commencement  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  dam  and  reservoir  above  U.S.  Highway  No.  75,  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Director,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  shall  prepare 
a  general  plan,  mutually  acceptable  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  for  administering  the  use  of  waters,  land, 
or  interests  therein  for  wildlife  conservation  and  development  so  as 
to  provide  the  best  use  for  all  project  purposes;  and  provided  further, 
the  upstream  work  not  be  undertaken  until  construction  has  been 
started  on  the  dam  and  reservoir  above  U.S.  Highway  No.  75.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  ( Printed  in  H.  Doc.  193/88/2) . — 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  this  area  requires  further 
flood  protection  and  in  addition  would  be  an  unparalleled  strategic 
location  for  a  national  wildlife  refuge  which  would  be  of  high  value  for 
development  of  waterfowl  resources,  and  that  it  would  be  of  national 
significance  in  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  migratory 
bird  management  program.  The  project  is  economically  justified. 

Biscayne  Bay,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  213,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Biscayne  Bay  is  located  in  the  extreme  southeastern  part 
of  Florida  in  Dade  County.  It  extends  southward  about  28  miles 
from  the  north  Dade  County  line  southward,  including  Miami  and 
Miami  Beach  areas  to  Cutler  and  Cape  Florida. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  S4th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  'project. — No  hurricane  project. 

Flood  problem. — All  of  the  shore  areas  of  Biscayne  Bay  are  subject 
to  storm-tidal  flooding  and  wave  damages.  Within  the  study  area 
there  are  about  15,000  acres  at  and  below  the  7-foot  level  and  about 
20,000  acres  at  and  below  the  10-foot  level.  These  areas  are  occupied 
for  the  most  part  by  residences,  apartments,  motels,  and  hotels  with 
a  permanent  population  of  about  220,000  in  1960.  Indications  are 
that  land  usage  within  these  vulnerable  areas  will  increase  about  60 
percent  within  50  years.  Historical  records  indicate  that  since  1830 
about  194  tropical  storms  have  threatened  the  Biscayne  Bay  area. 
However,  detailed  information  on  the  effects  of  storms  on  the  area  is 
available  only  since  1925.  Since  that  date,  14  hurricanes  have  affected 
the  area,  including  4  causing  catastrophic  effects.  The  most  intense 
of  these  occurred  in  September  1926  when  over  100  lives  were  lost. 
Total  damages  were  estimated  at  the  time  at  $76  million,  of  which 
about  $40  million  were  from  inundation  and  wave  damage.  Total 
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inundation  and  wave  losses  since  1925  are  estimated  at  about  $70 
million. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  stone-  and 
asphalt-armored  earthfill  barrier  connected  to  the  mainland  about 
1  mile  north  of  the  Rickenbacker  Causeway  and  extending  eastward 
to  Fishermans  Channel  adjacent  to  Fisher  Island,  a  distance  of  about 
3  miles.  The  structure  would  have  an  ungafced  opening  for  shallow- 
draft  navigation  at  its  intersection  with  the  Intracoastal  Waterway. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level,  1962 ) 

Federal _ $1,  954,  000 

Non-Federal _  837,  000 

Total _  2,  791,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . 

$74, 100 

0 

$31, 800 
7,600 

$105, 900 
7, 600 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . . . 

74, 100 

39,  400 

113,  500 
2, 150, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented  (total) . . 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 19.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project  at  costs 
presently  estimated  at  $181,000;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first 
cost  of  the  project,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $837,000  to  consist 
of  the  cost  of  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way,  and  a  cash  contri¬ 
bution  presently  estimated  at  $656,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of 
pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  with  the  final  apportionment 
of  costs  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  and  maintain  and  operate  the  project  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army.  Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing 
and  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  Miami  area  is  vulnerable  to  damaging  hurricanes 
that  threaten  human  life  and  property.  The  committee  notes  the 
benefit-cost  ratio  of  19  and  recommends  authorization  of  hurricane 
protection. 
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Central  and  Southern  Florida  Project,  Hendry  County  West 

of  Levees  1,  2,  and  3 

(H.  Doc.  102,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  area  of  Hendry  County  in  this  r sport  is  located  in 
the  south- central  portion  of  the  Florida  Peninsula  10  miles  southwest 
of  Lake  Okeechobe. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  9,  1960  (partial  response). 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  project  for  the  area  was  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  and  provided  for  canals,  levees,  and 
water  control  structures  on  the  west  and  outside  of  the  Everglades 
agricultural  and  conservation  areas  of  the  central  and  southern 
Florida  flood  control  project.  No  work  has  been  started  on  the  Hen¬ 
dry  County  authorization.  Levees  and  canals  of  the  existing  project 
forming  the  eastern  border  are  completed. 

Problem. — The  flatlands  of  Hendry  County  in  this  area  are  flooded 
frequently  because  of  poor  drainage  and  prolonged  rainfall.  During 
recent  years,  notable  major  floods  occurred  in  1947,  1948,  1953,  and 
1960.  A  major  flood  such  as  that  of  1947  covers  nearly  all  of  the  261- 
square-mile  area.  Most  of  the  damage  is  to  the  agricultural  lands 
immediately  west  of  the  levees  of  the  existing  project. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  provides  that  the 
existing  project  for  central  and  southern  Florida  be  modified  and  ex¬ 
tended  with  respect  to  the  authorized  improvement  on  the  west  side 
of  the  Everglades  agricultural  and  conservation  areas  in  Hendry 
County,  Fla.,  to  provide  the  primary  works  for  flood  control  and  major 
drainage. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1962) 

Federal _  $4,  986,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  1,  567,  000 

Total _ _ _  6,  553,  000 

1  Includes  a  cash  contribution  of  19.5  percent  of  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration  thereoi. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _  _ _ 

$181, 000 

$109, 000 
71,000 
3,  000 

$290, 000 
71, 000 
3,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  _  _  _ 

Economic  loss  of  productivity  on  lands _  __  _ 

181, 000 

183, 000 

364, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ _ _  _ 

515, 000 
350, 000 

Total _ _ 

865, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  contribute  19.5 
percent  of  contract  price  plus  supervision  and  administration,  presently 
estimated  at  $1,159,000,  to  be  paid  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work 
units;  construct  and  maintain  associated  lateral  drainage  facilities; 
provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  make  all  bridge, 
road  and  utility  relocations;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
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from  damage;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel;  and  maintain 
and  operate  the  completed  works. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — -The  committee  notes  that  the  work  recommended  is  a 
necessary  modification  of  a  system  of  protective  levees,  canals,  and 
water  control  structures  which  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1938,  in  an  area  where  no  work  was  initiated.  The  plan  as 
modified  will  adequately  serve  the  present  needs  of  the  area  and  is 
recommended  for  authorization. 

Central  and  Southern  Florida  Project,  Southwest  Dade 

County,  Fla. 

(S.  Doc.  20,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  central  and  southern  Florida,  southwest  Dade  County 
includes  lands  south  of  Tamiami  Trail,  west  of  levee  31,  and  east  of 
the  easterly  boundary  of  Everglades  National  Park  in  Dade  County, 

Fla. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  U.S.  Senate  on  June  6,  1958. 

Existing  'project. — Federal  projects  include:  (a)  Levee  29  forms  the 
south  boundary  of  conservation  areas  Nos.  3-A  and  3-B  and  is  the 
northern  boundary  of  southwest  Dade  County  area;  (6)  structure  12 
in  levee  29  releases  floodwater  from  area  3-A  into  Everglades  National 
Park  just  west  of  southwest  Dade  County  area;  (c)  levee  67  extension 
is  an  authorized  levee  that  will  extend  8  miles  along  west  boundary 
of  southwest  Dade  County;  and  ( d )  levee  31  (N)  was  authorized  in  1948 
and  10.8  miles  have  been  completed  along  eastern  edge  of  southwest 
Dade  County  area. 

Flood  problem. — Practically  the  entire  area  of  193  square  miles  is 
subject  to  flooding  every  year  and  lower  lands  are  flooded  throughout 
wet  years.  About  3,000  acres  in  the  area  are  used  on  a  seasonal 
basis  for  vegetable  growing.  Flood  damage  to  present  land  use  is 
estimated  at  $50,000  annually. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Modification  and  extension  of 
existing  project  for  central  and  southern  Florida  to  provide: 

Primary  works:  Canal  and  levee  improvements,  control  struc¬ 
tures,  and  pumping  stations  to  provide  outlets  to  serve  existing 
and  proposed  associated  drainage  works  by  removal  of  the 
water  ponded  in  the  area  during  the  wet  season  prior  to  planting 
time  and  limit  ponding  during  a  1  -in-1 0-year  storm  in  the  dry 
season  to  a  few  days. 

Associated  works:  About  50  miles  of  secondary  canals,  small 
lateral  canals,  and  tertiary  works. 

Estimated  cost  ( -price  level  of  June  1963) 

Federal _  $4,  903,  000 

Non-Federal _  4,  125,  000 


Total 


9,  028,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$189, 100 

0 

0 

0 

$177, 200 
206.  200 
8,600 
98,  300 

$366, 300 
206,  200 
8,600 
98, 300 

189, 100 

490, 300 

679, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

260, 700 
2, 464, 300 

2,  725, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Local  interests  are  required  to  contribute  46 
pei  cent  of  the  sum  of  the  contract  price  and  the  costs  of  supervision 
and  administration  and  provide  as  then  share  of  the  initial  costs  of 
the  primary  improvements  all  needed  lands  and  rights-of-way, 
including  construction  of  new  highway  bridges,  road  changes,  and 
alterations  to  miscellaneous  utilities  and  other  existing  improvements; 
to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  prohibit  encroachment  on  the  flood-carrying  capaci¬ 
ties  of  the  improved  channels;  maintain  and  operate  the  improvements 
after  completion;  and  construct  and  maintain  the  associated  drainage 
works  needed  to  realize  the  benefits  made  available  by  the  proposed 
primary  improvements.  Local  interests  have  indicated  then  willing¬ 
ness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida :  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  land  is  extremely  low  and  practically  the  entire 
area  is  flooded  every  year  while  the  lower  areas  are  flooded  throughout 
wet  years.  The  committee  considers  that  modification  and  extension 
of  the  existing  project  for  central  and  southern  Florida  is  desirable 
to  make  this  highly  productive  area  available  to  agriculture  displaced 
from  coastal  areas  by  urban  expansion. 

Caddo  Dam,  La. 

(S.  Doc.  39,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Caddo  Darn  is  located  in  Caddo  Parish  about  19  miles 
northwest  of  Shreveport  in  northwestern  Louisiana  and  the  reservoir 
extends  upstream  on  Cypress  Creek  into  Texas. 

Authority.— Resolution  of  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  January  2,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project,  “Cypress  Bayou  and  Water¬ 
way  from  Jefferson,  Tex.,  to  Shreveport,  La.,”  provides  for  dredging 
and  straightening  the  channel,  removing  obstructions,  and  clearing 
the  banks  of  Twelve  Mile  Bayou  from  the  Bed  River  at  Shreveport, 
La.,  to  Jefferson,  Tex.,  a  distance  of  about  66  miles;  and  the  construe- 
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tion  of  a  dam  without  lock  at  the  foot  of  Caddo  Lake.  All  work  has 
been  completed.  The  existing  dam  consists  of  approximately  3,485 
feet  of  concrete  wall  supported  on  piling  which  has  a  crest  elevation  of 
170.5  feet. 

Problem. — The  existing  dam,  now  50  years  old,  is  in  very  poor  con¬ 
dition.  About  600  feet  of  the  spillway  section  is  moving  downstream 
and  only  the  resistance  of  the  riprap  is  preventing  complete  failure. 
The  rate  of  movement  at  the  maximum  point  is  about  1  inch  per  year. 
The  dam  has  reached  a  stage  of  engineering  distress  so  that  it  must 
either  be  removed  so  as  not  to  constitute  a  hazard,  or  be  rebuilt  to 
maintain  the  status  quo.  If  the  dam  should  fail,  or  be  removed,  the 
degrading  of  the  river  would  eventually  cause  the  lake  to  dram  and 
the  resulting  conditions  would  be  worse  from  an  economic  standpoint 
than  before  the  dam  was  built,  since  benefits  from  present  uses  of  the 
lake  would  be  lost  or  diminished.  There  is  no  legal  obligation  which 
would  require  perpetuating  or  replacing  the  existing  structure  by  the 
Federal  Government.  However,  in  view  of  the  history  of  the  project, 
the  present  uses  of  the  water,  and  the  investments  which  have  been 
made  by  local  interests  in  reliance  upon  the  continued  existence  of  the 
lake,  there  would  appear  to  be  a  moral  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  replace  the  dam. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Replacement  of  the  existing 
dam  at  the  earliest  practicable  date  with  a  new  structure  located  about 
200  feet  downstream,  having  the  same  flow  characteristics  as  the  exist¬ 
ing  dam.  The  improvement  would  consist  of  a  concrete  L-type  wall 
2,400  feet  long,  about  1,200  linear  feet  of  earth  embankment;  collec¬ 
tion  ditches  and  a  discharge  pond  downstream  of  the  concrete  struc¬ 
ture  with  a  final  stilling  basin  and  outlet  channel  leading  to  Bayou 
Black. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  196 J() 

Federal _ $1,  934,  000 

Non-Federal _  28,  000 

Total. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  1,962,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  __  _ 

$79, 000 
i  8, 000 

$1, 000 

$80,  000 
8,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _  _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

87,  000 

1, 000 

88,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Navigation,  maintenance  and  operation,  oilfield _ _ 

83, 000 
90,  000 
375, 000 
6,000 
427, 000 

Water  supply _  _ 1 _ _ 

Recreation  ...  . . .  . . . 

Preservation  existing  land  values _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

981, 000 

1  Under  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  maintenance  and  operation  would  be  a  non- 
Federal  cost. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 11.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction  and  maintenance;  and  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  maintenance. 
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Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
concurs  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  set  forth 
below,  and  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
recommends  construction  of  a  replacement  dam  at  Federal  expense, 
subject  to  willingness  of  local  interests  promptly  to  accept  and  assume 
ownership  thereof,  and  all  responsibility  for  subsequent  operation  and 
maintenance,  and  to  the  other  conditions  hereafter  mentioned. 

Under  the  above  provision  local  interests  would  be  responsible  for 
furnishing  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  construction; 
and  holding  and  saving  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to 
construction. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  also  recommends  that  the  authorization 
include  a  provision  for  adequate  public  access  and  recreation  develop¬ 
ment  under  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act,  the  exact  terms  to  be  arranged  within  the  range  of 
flexibility  provided  by  that  act. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  existing  Federal  project 
constructed  about  50  years  ago  to  preserve  an  existing  natural  lake 
is  in  a  hazardous  condition.  Although  the  lake  is  not  presently  used 
for  the  original  project  purpose,  shallow  draft  commercial  barge 
navigation,  there  is  navigation  use  evaluated  at  $83,000  annually. 
Also,  the  lake  is  a  vital  source  of  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply  and  is  used  extensively  for  recreation.  With  further  reference 
to  recreation  the  committee  notes  that  there  are  public  roads  leading 
to  both  ends  of  the  dam,  with  public  boat  rentals  available  at  these 
points.  Also,  there  are  in  the  order  of  30  public  access  points  around 
the  lake. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army’s  recommendation  that  local  interests 
accept  ownership  of  and  maintain  and  operate  the  project  appears 
appropriate. 

Chagrin  River,  Ohio 
(S.  Doc.  35,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Chagrin  River  is  in  northeastern  Ohio  and  flows 
into  Lake  Erie  about  15  miles  east  of  Cleveland. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate  adopted  July  25,  1952. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  or 
navigation  projects  in  the  basin.  In  October  1960  residents  of  a  flood 
area  in  the  village  of  Willoughby  Hills  completed  a  local  channel 
improvement  consisting  of  straightening  a  short  reach  of  existing 
channel  and  excavating  a  section  of  new  channel  across  a  meander. 
During  the  summer  months,  local  interests  have  intermittently  dredged 
a  navigation  channel  through  the  sandbar  at  the  mouth  of  the  river. 
Generally,  the  effectiveness  of  the  channel  is  lost  in  the  next  major 

orm. 

Flood  problem. — Most  of  the  major  floods  in  the  basin  have  resulted 
from  rain  on  snow-covered  or  frozen  ground.  In  the  lowermost 
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reaches  of  the  river,  flooding  is  aggravated  by  the  sandbar  in  Lake 
Erie  at  the  mouth  of  the  river.  The  restrictive  sandbar  causes  ice 
jams  from  river  ice  which,  combined  with  windrowed  lake  ice,  results 
in  significantly  higher  stages  and  damages  than  would  otherwise  occur 
considering  only  the  discharge.  The  maximum  discharge  of  record, 
which  occurred  during  the  March  1948  flood,  was  estimated  at  21,400 
cubic  feet  per  second,  with  a  recurrence  interval  of  about  35  years. 
Five  lives  were  lost  during  the  January  1959  flood  which  was  the  most 
damaging  of  record,  with  total  damages  estimated  at  $384,000  on  the 
basis  of  May  1960  price  levels. 

Navigation  problem. — The  uncertainty  as  to  entrance  conditions  is 
a  deterrent  to  navigation  and  prevents  realization  of  the  full  potential 
of  the  river  mouth  as  a  small-boat  harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  arrowhead 
breakwaters  in  Lake  Erie  at  the  mouth  of  Chagrin  River,  aggregating 
about  2,360  feet  in  length;  realinement  and  enlargement  of  the 
Chagrin  River  channel  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  through  the  city 
of  Eastlake,  a  total  distance  of  about  10,400  feet,  with  a  depth  of  10 
feet  from  deep  water  in  Lake  Erie  to  a  point  about  1,750  feet  above  the 
river  mouth;  thence  a  depth  of  7  feet  to  a  point  about  3,500  feet  above 
the  river  mouth;  and  thence  uniform  bottom  slopes  to  the  upstream 
limit  of  the  improvement;  levees,  with  a  total  length  of  about  7,000 
feet,  where  required  to  supplement  channel  enlargement;  a  spur 
channel  for  navigation,  100  feet  wide,  6  feet  deep,  and  about  1,500  feet 
long;  an  access  channel  for  navigation,  50  feet  wide  and  4  feet  deep, 
from  deep  water  to  the  secondary  river  channel;  and  recreational 
facilities  at  the  river  mouth. 

The  improvement  for  navigation  and  flood  control  may  be  under¬ 
taken  independently  of  providing  public  recreational  fishing  facilities 
whenever  funds  are  available  and  the  required  local  cooperation  has 
been  furnished.  The  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  these  recreational  fishing  facilities 
may  be  modified  in  accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided  in  the 
Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  depending  on  the  intentions 
of  non-Federal  interests  regarding  participation  in  the  costs  of  these 
features  at  the  time  of  construction  and  subsequent  thereto. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1963) 

Federal _  $2,  200,  000 

Non-Federal _  755,  000 

Total _  2,  955,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$88, 500 
7, 500 

$30,  500 
10,  500 

$119, 000 
18, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation . .  _  j _ _  __  „ 

Total _  _  _ _ 

96, 000 

41,  000 

137, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

76, 200 
22, 800 
103, 000 
103, 000 

Recreational  boating _ _ 

305, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  that  portion 
of  the  first  cost  of  Federal  construction  allocated  to  recreational 
navigation,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $498,000  to  be 
paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in 
installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with 
construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the 
final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have  been 
determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  including  initial  and  subsequent  spoil- 
disposal  areas  and  any  necessary  retaining  dikes  and  bulkheads,  or 
the  cost  of  such  letaining  works,  and  any  subsequent  redistribution 
of  spoil  material  required;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
all  claims  for  damages  incident  to  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  alterations  and  relocations  to  existing  improvements  in¬ 
cluding  highways,  buildings,  utilities,  sewers,  and  other  facilities 
which  may  be  required  because  of  the  project;  maintain  and  operate 
the  project  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  except  for  Federal  maintenance 
of  aids  to  navigation;  breakwaters;  the  entrance  channel  from  deep 
water  in  Lake  Erie  to  the  shoreline,  275  to  220  feet  wide,  and  about 
1,000  feet  long,  to  a  depth  of  10  feet;  a  part  of  the  navigation  channel 
from  the  shoreline  upriver,  100  feet  wide  and  about  3,100  feet  long, 
to  a  depth  of  10  feet  for  about  1,750  feet,  thence  a  depth  of  7  feet  for 
about  1,350  feet;  and  a  stub  channel  about  250  feet  long  beginning 
about  1,400  feet  above  the  shoreline,  generally  100  feet  wide  with 
widened  approaches,  to  a  depth  of  10  feet;  prescribe  and  enforce 
regulations  to  prevent  obstruction  or  encroachment  on  channels  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  to  proper  functioning  of  the  project  for 
flood  control;  prescribe  and  enforce  speed  limits  to  prevent  damage 
by  wave  wash  to  the  banks  of  project  channels;  establish  a  competent 
and  properly  constituted  public  body  empowered  to  provide,  main¬ 
tain,  and  operate  local  harbor  facilities,  with  the  understanding  that 
said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms ;  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and 
service  areas,  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities, 
a  launching  ramp,  parking  areas,  and  access  roads,  open  to  all  on 
equal  terms;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  cost  of  the  struc¬ 
tural  modifications  necessary  to  provide  for  recreational  fishing 
facilities  on  the  breakwaters,  and  one-half  of  the  cost  of  associated 
access  facilities  and  parking  areas  with  adequate  sanitary  facilities, 
the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $80,000;  and  bear 
all  costs  of  maintenance  and  replacement  of  these  modifications  and 
associated  facilities,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated 
at  $3,000  on  an  average  annual  basis. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  multiple-purpose  plan  will 
resolve  the  existing  problems. 
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Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers,  Iowa  and  Missouri 
(H.  Doc.  238,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers  are  left-bank 
tributaries  of  the  Missouri  River  which  together  drain  an  area  of  3,080 
square  miles  in  southern  Iowa  and  north-central  Missouri. 

Authority. — Rasolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  adopted  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  project. — Three  sections  of  channel  improvement  along 
main  stem  of  the  Chariton  completed  in  1950  and  1952.  A  tieback 
levee  at  the  mouth  of  the  Chariton  River  is  authorized  by  construc¬ 
tion  deferred  for  coordination  with  authorized  Missouri  River  Agri¬ 
cultural  levee  system.  The  authorized  Rathbun  Reservoir  on  Chari¬ 
ton  River  in  southern  Iowa  is  in  the  preconstruction  planning  stage. 

Problems. — Streams  of  the  basin  are  subject  to  both  floods  and 
droughts.  There  are  problems  of  floods,  pollution,  and  inadequate 
low  flows.  The  average  annual  flood  damages  along  Mussel  Fork 
and  lower  Shoal  Creek  in  the  Chariton  River  Basin  and  along  the 
Little  Chariton  River  and  its  tributaries  are  estimated  at  $370,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  reservoir  on  the  East  Fork 
of  the  Little  Chariton  at  Long  Branch  site;  a  total  of  about  80  miles  of 
channel  improvements,  mostly  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  basin. 

Estimated  costs  ( price  level  of  1962) 

LONG  BEACH  RESERVOIR 

Federal _ $5,  280,  000 

Non-Federal _  (') 

Total _  5,  280,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  an  estimated  $530,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 


Channel  improvements 


Mussel 

Fork 

Little 

Chariton 

Shoal 

Creek 

Total 

Federal _ 

$1, 267, 000 
219, 000 

$2, 581, 000 
598, 000 

$39, 000 
5,000 

$3, 887, 000 
822,000 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _ 

1, 486, 000 

3, 179, 000 

44,000 

4,709,000 

Total  for  program 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 


$9,  167,  000 
822,  000 


Total 


9,  989,  000 


Project  economics 

LONG  BEACH  RESERVOIR 


Annual  charges _  $203,  600 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  75,  200 

Water  supply _ _ 

Quality  control _  85,  400 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _  91,  800 


Total _  252,  400 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 
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Channel  improvements 


Mussell 

Fork 

Little 

Chariton 

Shaol 

Creek 

Total 

Annual  charges _ 

$66,600 
83, 400 

$109, 600 
167, 100 

$1, 440 
3,900 

$167, 640 
254,400 

Annual  flood  control  benefits . .  __  . 

Benefit-cost  ratio _  . 

1.6 

1.5 

2.7 

1.5 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with 
current  policy,  presently  estimated  at  $530,000  and  $3,000,  respec¬ 
tively;  provide  the  usual  legal  requirements  of  local  cooperation  in 
connection  with  the  channel  improvement  work,  including  the  pro¬ 
vision  to  prevent  encroachments  on  the  improved  channels  that 
would  impair  their  capacity. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  concurs  in  the  action  taken  to  delete  Thomas  Hill 
Reservoir  from  the  recommended  plan. 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
noted  that  subsequent  to  submission  of  the  report  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  on  March  22,  1965,  a  supplemental  review  of  the  Thomas 
Hill  Reservoir  that  is  being  constructed  by  local  interests  showed  the 
reservoir  does  not  conform  to  the  project  plan  in  the  corps  recommen¬ 
dation  and  that  its  authorization  would  pose  difficulties  in  regard  to 
reimbursement  and  cooperative  arrangements  as  well  as  adminis¬ 
trative  and  technical  complications.  Therefore,  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  now  recommends  against  authorization  of  the  Thomas  Hill 
Reservoir  as  a  Federal  undertaking  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  in  this  recommendation.  On  this  basis  the  total  Federal 
construction  cost  of  the  recommended  plan,  including  Long  Branch 
Reservoir  and  the  channel  improvements,  is  estimated  at  $9,167,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  local  interests  are  construct¬ 
ing  a  reservoir  for  industrial  water  supply  purposes  at  the  Thomas 
Hill  site.  Accordingly,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dees  not  recommend 
the  Thomas  Hill  Reservoir  as  part  of  the  plan  of  improvement  for 
the  Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers.  The  committee  believes 
this  to  be  appropriate  and  accordingly  recommends  adoption  of  the 
remainder  of  the  plan  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
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Chartiers  Creek  Basin,  Pa. 

(H.  Doc.  302,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Wholly  within  Washington  and  Allegheny  Counties  in 
southwestern  Pennsylvania. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions,  adopted 
September  10,  1956,  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution, 
adopted  July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project.— A.  Corps  of  Engineers  project  for  channel  im¬ 
provement  was  completed  recently  on  Chartiers  Creek  in  the  vicinity 
of  Washington  and  the  township  of  Canton.  An  approved  project 
for  channel  improvement  on  Robinson  Run  at  Oakdale,  under  Public 
Law  685,  is  inactive  owing  to  the  failure  of  local  interests  to  meet  the 
local  cooperation  requirements.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  is  studying  the  possibility  of  providing 
small  detention  structures  on  headwater  streams  above  Washington 
and  above  Oakdale. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  occurs  all  along  Chartiers  Creek,  but  the 
most  severe  flood  damage  occurs  in  two  reaches:  The  Carnegie- 
Bridgeville  reach,  where  flooding  occurs  on  the  average  of  once  a  year, 
and  in  the  Canonsburg-Houston  reach,  where  flooding  occurs  about 
three  times  in  2  years  at  Canonsburg  and  about  three  times  per  year 
at  Houston.  These  areas  contain  many  industrial  firms,  commercial 
buildings,  residential  areas,  railroads,  highways,  utilities,  and  bridges. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Chartiers 
Creek,  Pa.,  for  flood  control,  by  channel  widening,  deepening,  and 
straightening,  together  with  necessary  railroad  bridge  changes  and 
appurtenant  works,  in  the  Carnegie-Bridgeville  and  the  Canonsburg- 
Houston  reaches. 


Estimated  cost  ( -price  level  of  April  1962 ) 


Carnegie- 

Bridgeville 

reach 

Canonsburg- 

Houston 

reach 

Total 

Federal.  _  _ 

$9,320,000 
7, 300,  000 

$2, 887, 000 
768, 000 

$12, 207,000 
8, 068, 000 

Non-Federal  __  ...  _  _  _ _ _  .  .  _ 

Total...  _  ..  ....  ....  ..  .  _  ... 

16, 620, 000 

3, 656, 000 

20, 275, 000 

Project  economics  ( Carnegie-Bridgeville  reach ) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _  _ 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

$297, 000 

$316, 000 
39, 000 

$613,000 

39,000 

Total..  ..  _ _  _ 

297, 000 

355, 000 

652,000 

Annual  benefits: 

1, 285, 000 
145,000 

ARA_“  ‘ _  _ 

Total.  _  -  _ 

1,430,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 
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Project  economics  ( Canonsburg- Houston  reach) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$90, 900 

$23, 000 
12, 100 

$113, 900 
12,100 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _  _ _ 

Total.. _ _ _  _ _ _ _ 

90, 900 

35, 100 

126, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ _ 

191, 100 
29,000 

ARA _ *  _ 

Total.  _ _ _ _ 

220, 100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  ac¬ 
complish  all  relocations  and  alterations  of  sewer,  water,  gas,  oil, 
electric  powerlines,  and  other  utility  alterations;  railroad  trackshifts; 
highway  and  street  modifications;  and  construction  of  new,  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  existing,  highway  bridges  made  necessary  by  the  con¬ 
struction  work;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army;  establish  channel  limit  lines  within  each  county 
along  the  entire  waterway  downstream  from  the  existing  improvements 
at  Washington,  and  conforming  to  the  improvements  recommended 
herein,  and  prevent  any  encroachment  which  would  reduce  the 
flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  channel  so  defined;  at  least  annually 
notify  interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete 
protection  from  floods  greater  in  magnitude  than  that  which  occurred 
in  September  1912;  provided  further,  that  improvement  of  either 
reach  may  be  undertaken  independently  of  the  other  whenever  funds 
for  that  purpose  are  available  and  the  prescribed  local  cooperation 
within  the  county  has  been  provided.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Pennsylvania:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  severe  and  frequent  flooding 
occurs  all  along  Chartiers  Creek.  Extensive  damages  have  been 
suffered  by  industrial  and  commercial  facilities,  railroads,  and  high¬ 
ways. 

Cheat  River,  Rowlesburg  Reservoir,  W.  Va. 

(H.  Doc.  243,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Cheat  River,  the  second  largest  tributary  of  the 
Monongahela  River,  drains  1,424  square  miles  in  West  Virginia,  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  and  Maryland.  The  basin  is  oblong  in  shape,  having  an 
average  length  of  approximately  102  miles  and  an  average  width  of 
about  14  miles.  The  topography  is  generally  rugged  and  character¬ 
ized  by  bold  parallel  ridges  separated  by  deep  valleys.  Topographic 
relief  varies  between  elevation  778  mean  sea  level  at  the  mouth  of 
Cheat  River  and  elevation  4,842  in  the  southern  part  of  the  basin. 
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Coal  mining,  leather  processing,  and  textile  manufacturing  are  the 
principal  economic  activities.  A  large  steam-generated  powerplant 
at  Albright,  W.  Va.,  and  a  hydroelectric  powerplant  at  Lake  Lynn, 
Pa.,  on  the  Cheat  River,  are  operated  by  subsidiaries  of  the  Allegheny 
Power  System.  Population  of  the  basin  in  1960  was  estimated  at 
52,000. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  April  30,  1958,  and 
June  3,  1959,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  improvements 
for  flood  control  in  the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Cheat  River  floods  contribute  to  flood  stages  in 
both  the  Monongahela  and  Ohio  Rivers.  The  towns  of  Rowlesburg, 
Manheim,  and  Albright,  which  are  damaged  by  Cheat  River  floods, 
would  be  protected  by  the  proposed  reservoir.  The  major  flood  dam¬ 
ages  occur  in  the  flood  plains  of  the  Monongahela  and  upper  Ohio 
Rivers,  where  average  annual  damages  are  estimated  at  $2,404,000. 
Damages  experienced  along  the  entire  Ohio  River  would  be  affected 
by  a  reservoir  at  Rowlesburg. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  dam  and 
reservoir  on  the  Cheat  River  above  Rowlesburg,  W.  Va.,  for  flood 
control,  water  quality  control,  recreation,  and  hydroelectric  power 
production. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  August  1968) 

Federal _  1  $133,  548,  000 

Non-Federal _  (2) 

Total _  133,  548,  000 

1  Includes  $51 ,291,000  for  power  facilities  which  are  recommended  for  construction  by  either  non-Federal 
interests  or  the  Federal  Government.  Also  includes  $1,881,000  and  $2,180,000  to  be  reimbursed  by  local 
interests  for  water  quality  control  and  recreation  features,  respectively. 

2  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  one-half  of  the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  enhancement,  currently  estimated  at  $2,180,000,  and  pay  $1,881,000  for  water  quality  control. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$4,  520, 000 

1, 147, 000 

$62, 000 
187, 000 

$4,  582, 000 
1,  334, 000 

5,  667,  000 

249, 000 

5, 916, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

2, 094, 000 
6.  503,  000 
2,  730, 000 
958, 000 

12, 285, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Rowlesburg  Dam 
and  Reservoir  project  local  interests  will  be  required  to  furnish  assur¬ 
ances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will  admin¬ 
ister  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement ;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through 
user  fees)  with  interest  one-half  of  the  separable  costs  of  the  Rowles¬ 
burg  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated 
at  $2, ISO, 000;  reimburse  the  costs  allocated  to  water  quality  control 
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currently  estimated  at  $1,881,000;  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and 
facilities,  the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  on  an  average 
annual  basis  at  $187,000.  Local  interests  would  also  be  required  to 
furnish  assurances  that  they  will  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  any  claims  for  damages  from  storage  of  water;  and  provide 
adequate  waste  treatment  at  the  source  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  and  preserve  existing  and  augmented  low  flows  for  intended 
water  quality  purposes  as  contemplated  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  Amendments  of  1961. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommends  that  the  hydroelectric  power  features  described  in  the 
project  report  not  be  authorized  for  Federal  construction  at  this  time. 
Further  consideration  of  Federal  development  should  be  deferred 
pending  completion  of  action  on  the  application  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission.  Should  the  Commission  act  favorably,  it  would  be 
expected  that  the  power  company  would  undertake  the  power  devel¬ 
opment  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  Should  the  Commission 
act  unfavorably  on  the  application  or  should  the  power  company  fail 
to  undertake  the  power  development  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time,  consideration  could  then  be  given  to  whether  the  power  features 
should  be  authorized  for  Federal  development.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  advises  that,  subject  to  consideration  of  the  above  recom¬ 
mendation,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
proposed  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  reservoir  devel¬ 
opment  has  a  very  good  benefit-to-cost  ratio  and  that  the  hydroelectric 
power  produced  could  be  readily  utilized  in  the  area  power  loads. 
The  committee  also  notes  that  provision  of  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  which  is  located  in  the  Appalachia  depressed  area,  would 
significantly  improve  the  economic  condition  of  the  region. 

The  committee  is  in  accord  with  the  provisos  contained  in  S.  2300 
which  were  designed  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  that  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  would  be  fully  free  to  arrive  at  a  decision  at  its  own  dis¬ 
cretion  concerning  any  applications  for  private  development  of  the 
power  features  of  the  project. 

Crutcho  Creek,  Okla. 

(S.  Doc.  47,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Crutcho  Creek  is  a  right-bank  tributary  which  joins 
the  North  Canadian  River  at  Oklahoma  City. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Commerce  Committee  adopted 
June  5,  1944. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  on 
Crutcho  Creek. 
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Flood  problem,.— Flooding  on  Crutcho  and  Little  Crutcho  Creeks 
has  occurred  as  often  as  three  or  four  times  in  a  year  as  a  result  of 
heavy  rainfall  over  the  watershed  and  inadequate  channel  capacity 
to  carry  the  runoff 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  6.6  miles  of 
channel  straightening  and  enlargement  including  diversions  and 
about  10,000  feet  of  channel  clearing  and  snagging. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1964 ) 

Federal - $1,  801,  000 

Non-Federal _  969,  000 

Total _ _ 2,  770,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$73, 900 

$39,  700 
31, 000 

$113, 600 
31, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

73,900 

70,700 

114, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

126, 000 
46, 500 

Increased  land  utilization _ 

Total _ 

172, 500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — -1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — -Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  spoil  disposal  areas;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate; 
make  relocations  and/or  alterations  to  existing  buildings,  highways, 
highway  bridges,  sewers,  and  other  related  facilities,  except  railroads; 
prevent  encroachments  on  existing  and  improved  channels;  and  inform 
affected  interests  at  least  annually  that  flows  exceeding  channel 
capacity  may  occur  which  may  cause  flood  damages.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— This  project  is  a  worthy  improvement  providing  flood 
protection  to  part  of  Oklahoma  City  south  of  the  North  Canadian 
River  and  the  adjacent  suburbs  which  will  add  to  the  overall  flood 
protection  system  for  Metropolitan  Oklahoma  City. 

Des  Moines  River,  Iowa 
(Modification  of  H.  Doc.  651,  78th  Cong.) 

Existing  project. — -The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Des  Moines, 
Iowa,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  December  22,  1944, 
provided  for  the  construction  of  levees  and  flood  walls  and  appurte¬ 
nant  structures  and  sewer  alterations.  Part  of  the  project  would 
consist  of  enlarging  existing  levees  and  embankments  which  are 
crossed  by  many  sanitary  sewer  and  storm  drainage  outlets. 
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Problem. — Paragraph  10(a)(2)  of  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  651,  78th  Congress,  recommended  that 
local  interests  bear  the  expense  of  repairs  and  provision  of  gates  on 
existing  drains  as  a  part  of  the  local  cooperation  required  for  the 
project.  The  costs  of  repairs  and  provision  of  gates  for  the  existing 
drains  was  estimated  at  $1,900  in  House  Document  651  and  was 
limited  to  repair  of  existing  gates  and  provision  of  flap  gates  on  the 
ends  of  existing  drains.  Current  criteria  for  local  flood  protection 
projects  require  that  existing  drains  under  the  line  of  protection  be 
removed  and  replaced  with  heavy  watertight  structures  and  new  sluice 
gates.  The  current  policy  of  the  Department  of  Army  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  local  flood  protection  projects  provides  that  the  Federal 
Government  pay  for  alteration  of  sewers  and  drainage  structures  and 
other  utilities  passing  through  the  line  of  protection  within  the  limits 
of  rights-of-ways  for  levees  and  flood  walls.  This  includes  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  adequate  gating  facilities.  This  policy  has  been  applied  to 
local  flood  protection  projects  generally  for  the  past  20  years. 

Remarks. — The  committee  noted  that  the  items  of  local  cooperation 
recommended  during  the  preparation  of  the  report  vary  from  the  local 
requirements  based  on  current  policies  applied  to  local  protection 
projects.  The  committee  believes  that  the  existing  project  should  in 
equity  be  modified  to  reflect  current  policies  for  works  of  this  nature. 

East  Rockaway  Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay,  N.  Y. 

(H.  Doc.  215,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — West  reach  of  south  shore  of  Long  Island  and  Jamaica 
Bay,  N.Y. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  S4th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955,  and  section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
July  3,  1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — Numerous  groins  have  been  constructed  by  local 
interests  along  the  entire  oceanfront,  and  the  United  States  has  con¬ 
structed  a  groin  system  at  Fort  Tilden.  These  groins  have  been 
generally  effective  in  containing  both  the  original  beaches  and  the 
sand  placed  as  artificial  nourishment.  During  the  past  40  years,  local 
interests  have  deposited  nearly  12  million  cubic  yards  of  sand  along 
the  ocean  shore. 

Flood  problem. — Extensive  damage  has  been  inflicted  to  boats  and 
property  due  to  shore  erosion  and  wave  attack  along  this  coastal  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — A  hurricane  barrier,  4,530  feet 
long,  across  the  entrance  to  Jamaica  Bay  with  a  600-foot  navigation 
opening  and  two  150-foot  gates  which  would  partially  close  the  opening 
to  300  feet;  dikes  and  levees,  1.2  miles  long  to  high  ground  north  from 
the  barrier  and  dikes,  levees,  and  floodwalls,  7.7  miles  long,  south  and 
east  from  the  barrier  to  and  along  the  oceanfront  to  high  ground  at  the 
eastern  end  of  the  Rockaway  Peninsula;  fill  placement  along  the  6- 
mile  oceanfront  floodwall  with  a  berm  100  to  200  feet  wide  at  10  feet 
above  mean  sea  level;  stoplog  structures,  stairways,  ramps,  road  rais¬ 
ing,  and  other  appurtenant  works,  including  fishing  platforms  on  the 
hurricane  barrier;  and  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  periodic 
beach  nourishment  of  the  shore  protection  works  for  10  years  after 
completion  of  the  initial  beach  fill,  the  Federal  share  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  50  percent  of  such  cost. 
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Federal _ $32,  620,  000 

Noil-Federal _  20,  476,  000 

Total _ 53,  096,  000 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$1,234,000 

$577,800 
193, 100 
326, 400 

$1,811,900 
193,100 
567, 000 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacement  _ 

Periodic  nourishment _ _ 

240, 600 

Total-  _ _ 

1, 474, 700 

1,  097, 300 

2, 572, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

1, 410, 000 
1, 925,  000 
232, 000 

Barrier  fishing _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

3, 567, 000 

Beneiit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  areas,  necessary 
for  the  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  buildings,  streets, 
storm  drains,  utilities,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the 
construction;  bear  32  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently 
estimated  at  $16,976,000,  consisting  of  $125,000  for  items  listed  above, 
and  a  cash  contribution  of  $16,851,000,  provided  that  the  cash  con¬ 
tribution  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  commencement  of 
construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent 
items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  provide  an  additional 
cash  contribution  for  the  barrier,  its  gates  and  fishing  platforms, 
equivalent  to  the  present  worth  of  the  annual  cost  of  maintenance, 
operation,  and  major  replacements  by  the  United  States,  an  amount 
presently  estimated  at  $3,500,000,  subject  to  adjustment  based  on 
detailed  design  of  project  features,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
all  claims  for  damages  that  may  arise  before,  during,  or  after  prosecu¬ 
tion  of  the  work;  maintain  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project, 
continued  public  ownership  and  use  of  the  non-Federal  publicly  owned 
shores  upon  which  the  Federal  participation  in  beach  protection  is 
based;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  except 
the  barrier,  its  gates,  and  fishing  platforms  and  provide  periodic 
nourishment  during  the  economic  life  of  the  hurricane  and  shore 
protection  works,  as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose, 
subject  to  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  periodic  nourishment 
of  the  shore  protection  works  for  an  initial  period  of  10  years,  as  other¬ 
wise  provided  herein;  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  and  at  least  annually  inform 
interests  affected  that  the  hurricane  improvements  will  not  provide 
substantial  protection  against  hurricane  and  storm  tide  levels  higher 
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than  about  3  feet  above  the  elevation  of  hurricane  Donna  of  Septem¬ 
ber  12,  1960.  Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing 
and  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  proposed  report  to  the  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  notes  that  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and 
Harbors  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  have  recommended  that  field 
studies  and  hydraulic  model  investigations  be  conducted  in  connection 
with  the  final  design  of  the  project  to  determine  the  specific  effects  of 
the  proposed  hurricane  barrier  on  water  quality,  fish  and  wildlife,  and 
currents  in  Jamaica  Bay.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concurs  in  this 
recommendation. 

Remarks. — Because  of  the  extensive  damage  that  has  been  inflicted 
to  boats  and  property  due  to  wave  attack  and  shore  erosion  along  this 
coastal  area,  the  committee  considers  that  the  project  is  urgently 
needed. 

East  St.  Louis  and  Vicinity,  Illinois 
(H.  Doc.  329,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  East  St.  Louis  leveed  area  is  located  on  the  left 
bank  of  the  Mississippi  River  across  from  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  Mo. 
It  extends  from  Cahokia  Creek  diversion  channel  on  the  north  to 
Prairie  du  Pont  Creek  on  the  south,  a  distance  of  about  20  miles. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  June  17,  1948,  and  August  20,  1957,  and  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  adopted  July  18,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Corps  of  Engineers’  flood-control 
project  for  East  St.  Louis  provides  for  raising  and  enlarging  the  exist¬ 
ing  levee  system  along  the  Mississippi  River  by  the  construction  or 
reconstruction  of  22  miles  of  levee  including  a  section  of  floodwall, 
together  with  necessary  appurtenant  works  consisting  of  gravity 
drainage  structures,  closure  structures  at  highway  crossings,  altera¬ 
tion  and  reconstruction  of  existing  pumping  plants,  service  roads  on 
levee  crown,  seepage  correction  measures,  and  alterations  to  railroad 
bridges  and  approaches  at  levee  crossings.  The  project  is  scheduled 
for  completion  in  June  1966. 

Flood  problem. — About  1,400  acres  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Blue  Waters 
ditch  are  subject  to  overflow  causing  extensive  damages  to  residential 
development  when  drainage  is  blocked  by  high  stages  on  Prairie  du 
Pont  Creek  outside  the  south-flank  levee.  Also,  hillside  runoff  over¬ 
flows  existing  channels  and  floods  18,000  acres,  including  residential 
developments  and  agricultural  lands. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  detention  areas 
enlargement  and  extension  of  existing  channels,  construction  of  a 
pumping  station  for  the  Blue  Waters  ditch  area,  a  detention  reservoir 
on  Little  Canteen  Creek,  and  appurtenant  facilities  for  protection  of 
the  upper  Cahokia  Canal,  Harding  ditch  and  Blue  Waters  ditch  areas. 
It  also  provides  for  reconstruction  of  the  low-water  dam  near  the 
mouth  of  the  Cahokia  Creek  diversion  channel. 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


45 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1962) 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 


$6,  180,  000 
3,  160,  000 


Total 


9,  340,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  ..  _  _  _ 

$188, 800 

$96, 500 
80, 400 
29, 200 

$285, 300 
80, 400 
29,  200 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _  _ 

188, 800 

206, 100 

394, 900 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _  _  _  . 

794,  700 
45,  500 

Total  _ 

840, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
make  all  relocations  of  and  modifications  to  highway  bridges,  streets, 
roads,  sewers,  and  utilities;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  including  removal  of  silt  and  debris  from  impoundment 
areas  and  channels  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  prevent  encroachment  oi  improved  channels, 
ponding  areas,  and  detention  areas  including  the  reservoir,  and  if 
encroachment  occurs  or  capacities  are  impaired,  provide  substitute 
storage  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  promptly  without  cost  to  the 
United  States;  and  at  least  annually  notify  interests  affected  that  the 
project  provides  partial  protection  from  the  larger  floods.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  then-  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  ofi  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  ofi  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  that  this  important  industrial  and 
residential  segment  of  Metropolitan  St.  Louis  suffers  from  periodic 
flooding  as  a  result  of  storm  runoff  in  excess  of  channel  capacity.  The 
improvement  will  aid  in  further  development  of  the  area  and  improve 
the  well-being  of  the  residents. 

Eel  River,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  234,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Eel  River  has  a  drainage  area  of  about  3,600 
square  miles  and  discharges  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  in  northern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  The  delta  area  under  consideration  in  this  report  is  about 
9  miles  wide  along  the  ocean  and  narrows  to  about  1  mile  approxi¬ 
mately  11  miles  inland. 
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Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  1936,  resolution  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Flood  Control  adopted  August  5,  1939,  and  resolution 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  adopted  June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  flood  control  project  provides 
for  3  miles  of  levee  along  the  north  bank  of  Eel  River  and  1  mile  of 
levee  along  Strongs  Creek  near  Fortuna. 

Flood  problem. — Damaging  floods  in  the  delta  area  occur  about 
once  every  2  years  and  bank  erosion  in  this  area  is  a  continuing  source 
of  loss  of  valuable  farmland. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Levee  and  channel  improve¬ 
ments  extending  15  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  of  Eel  River 
and  4  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth  of  Salt  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( Price  level  of  1968 ) 

Federal _ $13,  732,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  060,  000 

Total _  16,  792,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _  _ 

$534, 000 

0 

$119, 000 
40,  000 

$653, 000 
40, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation..  _  . 

Total _ 

534, 000 

159, 000 

693, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ _  ___  _  . 

389, 000 
342, 000 
39, 000 

Land  enhancement _ _ _ _  . 

Recreational  boating _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

770, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way;  provide  access  road  and  parking  facilities  adjacent  to  boat- 
launching  ramp;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate  project  including  recreation  facilities;  prevent 
encroachment  on  flood  channels  and  ponding  areas  and  prevent  un¬ 
supervised  use  of  boat-launching  area  that  would  impair  effectiveness 
of  the  project;  modify  or  relocate  all  utilities,  roads,  and  bridges; 
and  adjust  all  claims  regarding  water  rights. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  report  of  the  special  subcommittee  on  the  December 
1964  and  January  1965  floods  in  the  Northwest  convinces  this  commit¬ 
tee  of  the  urgent  need  for  flood  protection  in  the  Eel  River  Basin. 
Damages  caused  by  these  floods  were  catastrophic.  Studies  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  indicate  that  the  proposed  levees  in  the  delta 
area  would  have  prevented  damages  in  the  order  of  $7.7  million. 
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El  Paso,  El  Paso  County,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  207,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  city  of  El  Paso  is  in  west  Texas  on  the  left  bank  of 
the  Rio  Grande  in  the  reach  which  forms  the  international  boundary 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico.  The  drainage  area  of  the 
arroyos  that  flood  El  Paso  and  vicinity  is  128  square  miles,  a  large 
part  of  which  is  in  the  city  limits. 

Authority. — Section  206  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  3, 
1958. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  flood  control  improvements  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  problem  area  under  consideration. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  from  the  steep  arroyos  reach  high  velocities 
which  cause  destruction  of  improvements  and  severe  erosion  of  land 
in  urban,  suburban,  and  agricultural  areas.  Estimated  value  of 
property  and  improvements  subject  to  flooding  is  over  one-quarter 
billion  dollars.  Future  average  annual  damages  are  estimated  at 
$1,090,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— The  recommended  project  is  a 
single-purpose,  local  protection  project  for  flood  control  at  El  Paso. 
The  project  would  be  comprised  of  four  independent  elements,  one 
of  which  would  be  in  the  northwest  part  of  El  Paso,  one  in  the  central 
part,  and  two,  the  Copper  System  and  Bluff  Channel,  in  the  southeast 
part.  The  plan  consists  generally  of  detention  dams,  diversions, 
interceptor  and  outfall  channels,  and  appurtenant  structures.  The 
proposed  improvements  in  the  northwest  area  and  Bluff  Channel  in 
the  southeast  area  would  change  flow  conditions  in  an  international, 
section  of  the  Rio  Grande.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  the 
improvements  in  the  central  area  and  the  Copper  System  in  the 
southeast  area  be  constructed  as  soon  as  practicable,  and  that  con¬ 
struction  of  improvements  in  the  northwest  area  and  the  Bluff  Channel 
in  the  southeast  area  be  deferred  until  such  time  as  construction  is 
initiated  on  the  improvements  which  may  be  required  to  increase  the 
capacity  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  its  floodway  by  the  International 
Boundary  and  Water  Commission. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  196 4) 

Federal _ $12,  493,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  131,  000 


Total 


15,  624,  000 
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Project  economics 


Area 

First  costs 

Annual 

charges 

Total 

benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

Northwest: 

Federal  __  - .  _  _ _ 

$3, 344. 000 
729, 000 

$105, 830 
55, 170 

Non-Federal _  _ _ 

Total,  northwest  area.  _  _  _  _ 

Central: 

Federal. _ _ _  _ 

4, 073, 000 

161, 000 

$537, 200 

3.3 

7, 310, 000 
622, 000 

231,300 
67, 700 

Non-Federal  _ _  __ 

Total,  central  area.  _ . .  . 

Southeast: 

Copper  System: 

Federal...  _  _____ 

7, 932, 000 

299, 000 

336, 000 

1.1 

754,  000 
635, 700 

23,860 
26, 140 

Non-Federal _  _ 

Subtotal,  Copper  System _  _  _ 

Bluff  Channel: 

Federal _ _  _  _ _ 

1, 389, 700 

50, 000 

(53,  500) 

1.1 

1, 085, 000 
1, 144, 300 

34, 340 
50, 660 

Non-Federal . . 

Subtotal,  Bluff  Channel _  _ 

Total  southeast: 

Federal..  _  _  _ _ 

2, 229, 300 

85, 000 

(106, 200) 

1.2 

1, 839, 000 

1,  780, 000 

58, 200 
76, 800 

Non-Federal__ _  _  _ 

Total,  southeast  area.  _  _ _ 

El  Paso  local  protection  project: 

Federal _  _ _ _ _  _ 

3, 619, 000 

135, 000 

159, 700 

1.2 

12, 493, 000 
3, 131, 000 

395, 330 
199, 670 

Non-Federal_ . .  _  ... 

Total  project.. .  _  _  _  _ 

15, 624, 000 

595, 000 

1, 032, 900 

1.7 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of 
the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after 
completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army;  make  any  alterations  to  existing  improvements, 
other  than  railroads  or  improvements  constructed  and  maintained 
by  the  United  States,  which  may  be  required  because  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  works;  prevent  encroachment  on  all  of  the  project  works  which 
would  reduce  their  design  capacities;  take  steps  to  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  existing  defined  waterways  tributary  to  the  project  by 
zoning  or  other  means  such  as  enlargement,  or  other  modifications, 
of  the  existing  waterway  facilities,  to  prevent  the  minor  flood  prob¬ 
lems  in  these  tributary  waterways  from  developing  into  problems  of 
serious  proportions;  and  inform  all  concerned  in  a  manner  satisfactory 
to  the  Chief  of  Engineers  that  the  project  is  designed  to  control 
floods  originating  above  the  structures  and  that  some  residual  flooding 
may  be  expected  from  precipitation  occurring  below  the  structures. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  cooperate. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Mexico:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 
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International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission:  Concur, 
with  the  understanding  that  construction  of  improvements  in 
northwest  area  and  Bluff  Channel  be  deferred  until  such  time 
as  construction  is  initiated  on  works  that  may  be  required  on 
the  Rio  Grande  by  the  Boundary  and  Water  Commission. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — Indicated  there  was  no 
assurance  agreement  will  be  reached  between  Mexico  and  the  United 
States  concerning  modification  of  the  Rio  Grande  project  and  in 
that  event,  alternative  measures  would  be  required  for  protecting 
parts  of  the  city  of  El  Paso.  The  Bureau  expects  that  if  an  alternative 
plan  is  developed  a  showing  of  economic  feasibility  will  precede  any 
request  for  funds  to  initiate  construction.  Subject  to  consideration 
of  this  comment  the  Bureau  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress 

Remarks. — The  committee  finds  this  project  a  well-conceived  and 
worthy  undertaking.  It  notes  the  project  would  store  no  water 
beyond  temporary  detention  for  flood  control,  and  accordingly,  would 
have  little  or  no  effect  on  the  flow  regimen  or  water  quality  in  the 
Rio  Grande. 

Elizabeth  River  Basin,  N.J. 


(H.  Doc.  249,  89th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  Elizabeth  River  Basin  is  located  within  Essex  and 
Union  Counties  in  northeastern  New  Jersey. 

Authority. — Section  206  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1948. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  flood  control  project 
in  the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  in  the  basin  may  be  either  of  fluvial  or 
tidal  nature  or  a  combination  of  both  types.  Fluvial  flooding  usually 
occurs  during  the  summer  months,  caused  by  high  intensity  rainfall  of 
short  duration,  while  tidal  flooding  is  caused  by  hurricane-induced 
tidal  surges.  The  largest  known  fluvial  flood  occurred  in  July  1897. 
It  is  estimated  that  a  recurrence  of  that  flood  under  present  conditions 
would  have  a  peak  flow  of  about  5,200  cubic  feet  per  second  and  would 
cause  damages  estimated  at  $3,700,000  on  the  basis  of  1964  price  levels. 
The  two  greatest  floods  of  recent  record  occurred  in  September  1954 
and  September  1960  caused  by  hurricanes  “Edna”  and  “Donna,” 
respectively.  Damages  from  a  recurrence  of  those  floods  are  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,700,000  and  $1,320,000,  respectively. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  channel  im¬ 
provements,  levees,  floodwalls,  an  open  flume,  interior  drainage 
facilities,  reconstruction  of  bridges  and  approaches,  and  utility 
changes  between  North  Avenue  in  Union  and  the  mouth  at  Arthur 
Kill. 


Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  January  196 If) 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 


$9, 769,  000 
2,431,000 


Total 


12,  200,  000 
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Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _  .  _  _ 

$344, 000 

$93, 100 
80,  000 

$436, 100 
80, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ 

Total.. _ _ 

344, 000 

173, 100 

517, 100 
655, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project,  the  costs  and  values  incurred  in  the  interest  of  hurricane 
tidal  flood  protection  to  be  credited  to  the  required  local  contribution 
to  the  project  first  costs  allocated  to  hurricane  tidal  flood  protection; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion 
including  all  dredging  required  in  the  channel  to  maintain  the  design 
depths  in  the  tidal  reach,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  reconstruct  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  bridges  and  approaches  except  railroad  bridges,  and  accom¬ 
plish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  and  relocations 
of  existing  sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  streets,  utilities,  and  other 
structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction,  such  costs  and  values 
incurred  in  the  interest  of  hurricane  tidal  flood  protection  to  be  credited 
to  the  required  local  contribution  to  the  project  first  costs  allocated 
to  hurricane  tidal  flood  protection;  bear  30  percent  of  the  first  costs 
allocated  to  hurricane  tidal  flood  protection,  including  the  items  listed 
above,  and  a  cash  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $542,000  to  be 
paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  in¬ 
stallments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers; 
take  necessary  action  to  protect  the  channels  from  future  obstruction 
or  encroachment  including  waste  disposal  that  would  reduce  their 
flood -carrying  capacity;  take  appropriate  measures  to  control  develop¬ 
ment  in  partially  protected  areas  and  fringe  areas  not  included  in  the 
project  with  a  view  to  preventing  an  undue  increase  in  the  flood  damage 
potential;  maintain  the  existing  natural  detention  areas  along  the 
Elizabeth  River  between  Union  Avenue  and  Trotters  Lane  free  from 
encroachment  so  as  not  to  reduce  their  current  detention  capacity; 
provide  any  additional  gravity  outlets  or  pumping  station  capacities 
made  necessary  by  any  modifications  to  or  encroachments  on  the 
ponding  areas;  bear  any  increased  Federal  costs  for  the  improvement 
that  may  result  from  any  subsequent  requirements  for  parkway  de¬ 
velopments;  and  at  least  annually  notify  interests  affected  that  the 
improvements  will  not  provide  complete  protection  from  fluvial  floods 
greater  than  that  which  occurred  in  July  1897.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  a  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 
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Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.- — -No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  improve¬ 
ments  are  necessary  for  protection  against  recurrence  of  flooding  in 
the  basin. 


Fishing  River  and  Tributaries,  Missouri 
(H.  Doc.  281,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Fishing  River  is  a  left-bank  tributary  of  the  Missouri 
River,  nearing  Kansas  City  in  northwest  Missouri. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
U.S.  Senate,  adopted  September  7,  1961,  and  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  United  States,  adopted 
May  10,  1962. 

Existing  projects.— There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  flood 
control  in  the  basin. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Two  multiple-purpose  reser¬ 
voirs,  one  on  Dry  Fork  and  one  on  East  Fork  of  the  Fishing  River. 

Estimated,  cost  ( 1964  price  level ) 


Federal _ $7,  2G0,  000 

Non-Federal _  p) 


Total _  7,  260,  000 

Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $249,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  60.  000 


Total _ _  309,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  152,  400 

Water  supply _  20,  000 

Water  quality _  9,  600 

Recreation,  fish,  and  wildlife _  315,  000 


Total _  497,  000 


1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  $2,055,000,  based  on  present  estimates,  consisting  of  $499,000  for  water 
supply,  $765,000  for  recreation,  and  $791,000  for  flood  control. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  first  and  annual  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  currently  estimated  at  $499,000  and  $600,  respectively;  bear 
first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
currently  estimated  at  $765,000  and  $45,000,  respectively;  bear  first 
and  annual  costs  associated  with  flood  control  currently  estimated 
at  $791,000  and  $9,600,  respectively;  obtain  without  costs  to  the 
United  States  all  water  rights  needed  for  storage  and  use  of  water 
for  project  purposes,  resolve  any  conflicts  in  water  rights  necessary 
to  assure  the  water  yields  required;  exercise  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
legal  capability  control  against  removal  of  streamflow  made  available 
for  water  quality  control;  contribute  to  the  control  of  pollution  of 
streams  subject  to  low -flow  augmentation  by  adequate  treatment  or 
other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source. 
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Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies : 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agricutlure:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Interior:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  plan  of  improvement  provides  for 
water  supply  and  recreation  as  well  as  urgently  needed  flood  protection 
for  the  city  of  Excelsior  Springs,  Mo. 

Flint  River,  Ga. 

(H.  Doc.  567,  87th  Cong.) 

Location. — Flint  River  rises  350  miles  above  its  mouth  and  1,000 
feet  above  mean  sea  level  in  the  southerly  outskirts  of  Atlanta,  Ga., 
the  largest  city  in  the  Southeast.  It  crosses  the  fall  line,  marking  the 
division  of  the  Piedmont  Plateau  and  the  Coastal  Plain,  between  river 
miles  230  and  285,  falling  370  feet  in  55  miles.  It  joins  the  Chatta¬ 
hoochee  River  to  form  the  Apalachiocola  River,  108  miles  above 
Apalachicola  Bay,  an  arm  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  1,  1948. 

Existing  project. — Local  flood  protection  projects  have  been  com¬ 
pleted  at  Montezuma,  Ga.,  and  at  Americus,  Ga.,  under  the  general 
authority  for  small  flood  control  projects.  The  authorized  project, 
providing  for  multiple-purpose  developments  and  supplemental  chan¬ 
nel  work  to  give  a  channel  depth  of  9  feet  and  a  minimum  width  of 
100  feet  in  the  Apalachicola-Chattahoochee  River  upstream  to  Colum¬ 
bus,  Ga.,  268  miles,  and  29  miles  up  the  Flint  River  to  Bainbridge, 
Ga.,  is  in  operation.  Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir  on  the  Flint  River, 
for  flood  control,  navigation,  hydroelectric  power,  and  allied  purposes, 
was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  30,  1963. 

Problem. — The  power  needs  of  the  Flint  River  are  increasing  rapidly. 
Power  from  projects  in  the  Flint  River  could  be  used  in  power  supply 
areas  23  and  24  as  designated  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 
Local  interests  desire  extension  of  the  navigation  channel  in  the  Flint 
River  from  Bainbridge  to  Albany  and  beyond.  Annual  flood  damages 
below  the  fall  line  total  $180,000,  and  productive  values  of  farm  and 
urban  land  would  increase  substantially  if  flood  control  were  provided. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  comprehensive  plan  of 
water  resource  development  consisting  of  five  dams  and  reservoirs  is 
recommended  for  general  approval  as  a  guide  to  the  resource  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Flint  River  Basin.  The  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Auchump- 
kee  Creek  Reservoirs  for  hydroelectric  power,  flood  control,  general 
recreation,  and  fishing  recreation  are  recommended  to  be  authorized 
for  construction.  (Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir  also  recommended  in 
this  report  as  the  first  step  in  the  recommended  plan  was  authorized 
bv  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  December  30,  1963.) 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1961) 


Lazer  Creek 

Lower 

Auchumpkee 

Total 

Federal--. . . . . . . 

$40, 378, 000 
(>) 

$48,275,000 

(>) 

$88, 653, 000 
(') 

Non-Federal.. . . . . . . 

Total . . . 

40, 378, 000 

48,275,000 

88, 653, 000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  >.£  the  separable  costs  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement 
currently  estimated  at  $850,000  for  the  Lazer  Creek  project  and  $1,350,000  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee  project 
a  total  of  $2,200,000. 

Project  economics 


Lazer 

Creek 

Lower 

Auchumpkee 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$2, 158, 000 
70, 000 

$2, 397, 000 
112,000 

$4,  555, 000 
182,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ _ 

Total  _ 

2, 228, 000 

2, 509. 000 

4,  737, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

2,  206, 000 
82, 000 
254, 000 
174,  000 
9,000 

2,  085, 000 
380, 000 
404, 000 
276, 000 
15,000 

4, 291, 000 
462, 000 
658, 000 
450, 000 
24, 000 

Fishing  recreation _ __ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2,  725, 000 

3, 160, 000 

5, 885, 000 

1.2 

1.3 

1.2 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower 
Auchumpkee  Dams  and  Reservoirs  local  interests  will  be  required  to 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they 
will  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which 
may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  costs 
of  the  projects  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment,  the  amounts  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $850,000  for 
Lazer  Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  $1,350,000  for  Lower  Auchump¬ 
kee  Dam  and  Reservoir;  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities, 
the  amounts  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $50,000  for  Lazer 
Creek  Dam  and  Reservoir  and  $79,000  for  Lower  Auchumpkee  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  on  an  average  annual  basis. 

Provided  that  the  sizing  and  responsibility  for  development,  opera¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  the  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  features  of  the  reservoirs  may  be  modified  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  intentions  of  non-Federal  interests  regarding  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  costs  of  these  features  at  the  time  of  reservoir  con¬ 
struction  and  subsequent  thereto,  and  that  appropriate  adjustments 
reflecting  such  modifications  may  be  made  in  the  allocation  of  costs 
to  other  project  purposes. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture :  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission :  Favorable. 
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State  of  Georgia:  Favorable;  but  also  desires  authorization  of 
navigation  improvements. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  states  that 
section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  requires  that  power  pro¬ 
duced  at  reservoir  projects  under  control  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army  be  sold  at  rates  which  will  recover  costs  of  power  production 
and  transmission,  including  capital  investment  allocated  to  power, 
over  a  reasonable  period  of  years.  The  Bureau  further  states  that  as 
a  matter  of  policy  a  period  of  50  years  has  been  considered  appropriate 
for  the  recovery  of  power  investment.  Such  period  was  most  recently 
affirmed  by  the  Congress  as  a  condition  of  the  authorization  of  Laurel 
River  Reservoir  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960. 

Accordingly,  the  Bureau  would  expect  that  construction  of  the 
reservoirs,  if  authorized  by  the  Congress,  would  not  be  undertaken 
until  there  is  specific  assurance  that  all  cost  allocated  to  power  can  be 
returned  with  interest  within  a  period  of  50  years. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  also  notes  that  the  power  needs  of  the 
Flint  River  Basin  are  increasing  rapidly,  and  the  power  produced 
from  these  improvements  could  be  used  in  the  present  power  system. 
The  projects  are  necessary  units  in  the  overall  plan  of  development 
of  the  Flint  River  Basin. 

Gila  River,  Phoenix,  Ariz.,  and  Vicinity 
(H.  Doc.  216,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  tributary  area  comprises  about  2,730  square  miles 
lying  north  of  the  metropolitan  area  of  Phoenix,  Ariz.  The  major 
watersheds  are  those  of  Cave  Creek,  Dreamy  Draw,  Skunk  Creek, 
New  River,  and  Agua  Fria  River. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  June  28,  1938. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  flood  control  project  in  the  area 
covered  in  the  report.  Cave  Creek  flood  control  dam,  completed  in 
1923,  was  financed  by  State,  county,  city,  and  private  interests.  Lake 
Pleasant  Reservoir,  located  on  Agua  Fria  River  about  25  miles  up¬ 
stream  from  its  confluence  with  New  River,  was  constructed  in  1927 
by  the  Maricopa  County  Municipal  Water  Conservation  District 
No.  1.  It  is  operated  for  water  conservation.  Two  irrigation  canals 
of  the  Salt  River  project,  the  Arizona  Canal  and  the  Grand  Canal, 
are  operated  to  provide  limited  flood  control. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  result  primarily  from  local  thunderstorms 
of  high  intensity  and  short  duration.  Damage  results  from  inunda¬ 
tion,  debris  deposition,  and  bank  and  surface  erosion. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  recommended  plan  pro¬ 
vides  for  four  dams  and  detention  basins  on  Cave  Creek,  Dreamy 
Draw,  Skunk  Creek,  and  New  River;  the  Union  Hills  and  Arizona 
Canal  diversion  channels;  and  channel  improvements  on  Cave  Creek, 
Dreamy  Draw,  Skunk  Creek,  New  River,  and  Agua  Fria  River 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1963 ) 

Federal _ _ $58,310,000 

Non-Federal _ 1  12,  490,  000 

Total _ 70,800,000 


i  Includes  $1,370,000  cash  contribution. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

$1, 885, 000 

0 

0 

$415, 000 
228, 000 
212, 000 

$2, 300, 000 
228,  000 
212,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation. . 

Loss  of  productivity  of  land . . 

Total _ _ _  _  _ _ 

1, 885, 000 

855, 000 

2,  740, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

7, 750,  000 
460, 000 

Increaied  utilization  of  land _ _  _  _  _ 

Total _ 

8, 210,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.0 

Local  cooperation.— Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  spoil-disposal  areas,  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project; 
perform  all  necessary  construction,  alteration  or  relocation  of  high¬ 
ways,  roads,  highway  bridges,  and  street  modification;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works; 
maintain  and  operate  the  works  after  construction;  contribute  in  cash 
2.3  percent  of  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $1,370,000,  for 
land  enhancement  benefits;  prevent  any  encroachment  on  the  existing 
or  improved  channels  or  within  the  detention  basins  that  would  reduce 
their  flood-conveying  or  storage  capacities;  and  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims  resulting  from  construction, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable.. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  proposed  works  will  provide  protection  for  a  popu¬ 
lous,  rapidly  growing  metropolitan  area  where  control  is  needed  for 
the  runoff  from  local  high  intensity  thunderstorms. 

Gila  River,  Indian  Bend  Wash,  Ariz. 

(H.  Doc.  303,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Indian  Bend  Wash,  a  part  of  the  Gila  River  Basin,  has 
a  drainage  area  of  about  224  square  miles  in  Maricopa  County,  Ariz., 
and  flows  into  the  Salt  River  about  10  miles  east  of  Phoenix. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  28,  1938. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  completed  Federal  projects  for 
flood  control.  The  Salt  River  channel  clearing  project  authorized 
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for  construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is  at  the  lower  end  of 
Indian  Bend  Wash.  The  Arizona  Canal  of  the  Salt  River  project, 
a  Bureau  of  Reclamation  project  operated  by  local  interests,  crosses 
Indian  Bend  Wash  about  7  miles  upstream  from  the  mouth. 

Flood  'problem. — Because  of  inadequate  channel  capacity,  a  highly 
developed  residential  area  in  the  city  of  Scottsdale  is  subject  to 
damages  from  floods.  Agricultural,  irrigation,  public  highway,  and 
utility  properties  in  the  area  are  also  subject  to  flood  damage. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Seven  miles  of  concrete  lined 
channel  extending  from  the  Arizona  Canal  to  Salt  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1961) 

Federal _  $7,  250,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  770,  000 

Total _ 9,  020,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$205, 700 

0 

$64, 550 
22, 000 

$270, 250 
22, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _  _ _ _ 

205, 700 

86, 550 

292,  250 
530, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  spoil  disposal  areas;  accomplish  all  necessary  modifications 
or  relocations  of  highways,  bridges,  utilities,  and  irrigation  facilities; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and 
operate  the  completed  works;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved 
channel;  notify  at  least  annually  affected  interests  that  the  pioject 
will  not  provide  complete  flood  protection;  any  increase  in  costs  in¬ 
curred  solely  to  reduce  flood  easement  lands  required  should  be  borne 
by  local  interests.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  Maricopa  County 
and  the  Flood  Control  District  of  Maricopa  County  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  proposed  channel  improvements  would  prevent 
potential  flood  damage  to  residential,  agricultural,  and  utility  proper¬ 
ties  in  a  rapidly  growing  residential  area  in  the  city  of  Scottsdale. 

Gila  River,  Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Ariz. 

(H.  Doc.  189,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Santa  Rosa  Wash,  a  tributary  of  Santa  Cruz  River  in 
the  Gila  River  Basin,  is  south  of  Phoenix  and  northwest  of  Tucson, 
Ariz. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  June  28,  1938. 
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Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  improvements  for  flood 
control  on  Santa  Rosa  Wash.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  con¬ 
structed  a  number  of  small  check  dams  to  pond  water  for  cattle. 
Local  interests  have  constructed  some  levee  and  channel  improvements 
which  are  inadequate. 

Flood  problem. — The  highly  developed  agricultural  area  north  of 
the  Papago  Indian  Reservation  is  subject  to  flood  damage. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  of  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control, 
irrigation,  and  recreation;  construction  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
of  an  irrigation  project  with  facilities  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  downstream  from  dam.  Entire  project  to  be  operated  and 
maintained  by  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Estimated  cost  ( all  Federal,  September  1962  price  level ) 


Corps  of  Engineers _ $5,  375,  000 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs _  1,  055,  000 

Total _ _ _ 1  6,  430,  000 


>  Includes  $37,500  which  would  be  reimbursable  by  local  Interests  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  72, 
89th  Cong. 

Project  economics 


Annual  charges  (all  Federal) : 

Interest  and  amortization _ $210,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  1  62,  000 


Total _  272,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  527,  000 

Irrigation _  124,  000 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _  109,  000 


Total _  760,  000 


1  Includes  $18,000  which  would  be  a  non-Federal  responsibility  under  the  provisions  of  Public  Law  72, 
89th  Cong. 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Establish  and  enforce  floodway  limits  and 
regulations  to  maintain  the  hydraulic  capacity  of  the  existing  channel; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  adjust  all  water- 
rights  claims;  and  make  available  appropriate  rights  to  those  lands 
required  for  construction  of  dam  and  reservoir. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Bureau  notes  that  minor  specific  costs  for  recreation  and 
fishery  developments  are  proposed  to  be  borne  federally.  Because 
the  reservoir  would  be  located  on  Indian  tribal  lands,  the  usual 
provisions  for  land  acquisition  and  public  access  are  not  being  proposed 
in  connection  with  the  project.  In  view  of  this  situation,  the  Bureau 
would  recommend  that  the  specific  recreation  and  fishery  facilities 
should  be  deleted  as  part  of  the  project,  and  left  for  separate  develop- 
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ment  by  the  Papago  Indian  Tribal  Council.  Alternatively,  the 
Bureau  would  recommend  development  of  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  introduced  as  H.R.  5269  and  S.  1229, 
and  would  expect  that,  prior  to  such  development,  public  access  to 
project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
purposes  would  be  guaranteed. 

Recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — After  consideration 
of  the  report  in  the  light  of  the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  the  improvements  as  proposed 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  subject  to  the  additional  requirement  that 
the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  be  developed  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation 
Act  and  that  prior  to  such  development,  public  access  to  project  land 
and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  would  be 
guaranteed  and  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
for  participation  in  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  development 
would  be  furnished  by  the  Papago  Indian  Tribal  Council. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  possibilities  presented  to  it  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  development  range  from  development 
as  a  project  feature  at  full  Federal  expense  to  separate  development 
by  the  Papago  Indians.  The  committee  believes  that  satisfactory 
arrangements  for  such  development  can  be  achieved  under  the  pro- 
vions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  and  that  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  project  should  be  on  this  basis. 

Grand  Isle  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana 
(H.  Doc.  184,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Grand  Isle  sector  of  the  Louisiana  coast  lies  about 
50  miles  south  of  New  Orleans  and  it  includes  a  region  of  lowlands  and 
marshes  extending  parallel  to  Bayou  Lafourche  extending  about  70 
miles  inland. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  •project. — No  Federal  project  for  hurricane  protection  in 
the  area.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  ring  levee  at  Golden 
Meadow,  about  20  miles  northwest  of  Grand  Isle. 

Flood  problem.— The  low  land  elevations,  ranging  from  2  to  4  feet 
on  Grand  Isle  and  the  mainland  as  far  inland  as  Golden  Meadow 
increasing  to  about  8  feet  in  the  vicinity  of  Larose,  are  subject  to 
inundation  and  damage  in  the  developed  areas  and  agricultural  lands. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  levee  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  area  adjacent  to  Bayou  Lafourche  extending  about  19  miles 
between  Golden  Meadow  and  Larose,  with  floodgates  at  the  two 
crossings  of  the  Bayou  Lafourche  Waterway,  and  gated  drainage 
structures. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  December  1960 ) 

Federal _ _ _ $5,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _  2,  357,  000 


Total 


7,  857,  000 
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Projec  leconomics 


Federal 

Non- Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  .  .  ..  . . . 

$182, 400 

$81, 300 
29,800 

$263, 700 
29,800 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement... _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

182, 400 

111,  100 

293, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

329,300 
52,  200 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ 

381, 500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — -Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  borrow  areas  and  spoil-disposal  areas;  make  alterations  to 
roads,  pipelines,  cables,  wharves,  oil  wells,  and  any  other  facilities; 
bear  30  percent  of  the  total  project  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated 
at  $2,357,000,  to  include  the  items  above  and  a  cash  contribution 
presently  estimated  as  $823,000,  or  equivalent  work  specifically 
undertaken  as  an  integral  part  of  the  project  after  authorization  and 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate;  and  prevent  any  encroachment  on  ponding 
areas  unless  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capac¬ 
ity  is  provided  promptly  without  cost  to  the  United  States.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
noted  that  the  benefits  evaluated  for  the  Golden  Meadow-Larose 
protection  levee  may  be  overstated.  The  Bureau  stated  that  land 
enhancement  benefits  appear  to  be  in  substantial  part  merely  another 
measure  of  the  value  of  flood  damages  to  be  prevented  by  the  project 
and  thus  not  fully  creditable  in  assessing  project  feasibility.  On  the 
basis  of  information  furnished  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  Bureau 
commented  that  elimination  of  the  benefits  and  evaluation  of  the 
project  on  current  interest  rates  and  prices  would  result  in  a  benefit- 
cost  ratio  of  1.05.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  prior  to  any  request 
for  funds  for  construction  of  the  project  the  economic  evaluation  be 
reviewed  and  adjusted  to  eliminate  any  duplication  in  the  calculation 
of  flood  control  benefits.  Subject  to  consideration  of  this  recommen¬ 
dation  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of 
the  report. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvement 
provides  for  protection  of  a  20-mile  segment  of  the  higher  alluvial 
land  adjacent  to  Bayou  Lafourche.  Although  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  pointed  out  a  possible  duplication  in  the  benefits  claimed  for 
the  project,  the  project  is  still  justified  without  the  benefits  in  question. 
The  committee  further  notes  that  nearly  3,000  persons  reside  in  the 
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area  south  of  Golden  Meadow  where  protection  could  not  be  economi¬ 
cally  justified  so  that  the  proposed  improvement  could  provide  an 
important  refuge  area  during  a  storm  period  for  the  permanent  resi¬ 
dents,  as  well  as  tourists  visiting  the  coastal  area,  benefits  which  are 
not  easily  evaluated.  The  committee  believes  the  improvement  is 
justified  and  urgently  needed. 

Grand  River,  Grandville,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  157,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  city  of  Grandville  is  located  on  the  main  stem  of 
Grand  River  in  the  southwestern  portion  of  Kent  County,  Mich. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  16,  1950.  (This  is  an  interim  report  in  response  to  the  above 
authority.) 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
projects  at  Grandville. 

Flood  problem. — Parts  of  Grandville  are  flooded  in  varying  degrees 
on  the  average  of  once  a  year  with  10  major  floods  having  occurred 
since  1900. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  con¬ 
sists  of  about  10,000  feet  of  levee,  two  closure  structures,  and  asso¬ 
ciated  interior  drainage  works,  including  a  storm-drain  interceptor 
system  and  a  pumping  plant. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1961) 

Federal _  $1,  373,  000 

Non-Federal _  55,  000 

Total _ - _ 1,  428,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _  _ _ _ 

$49, 600 

$3, 200 
7,500 

$52,800 

7,500 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

49,  600 

10,700 

60, 300 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

75,  000 

Benejit-cost-ratio . — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  areas,  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  accomplish  all  reloca¬ 
tions  and  alterations  of  streets,  buildings,  pipelines,  utilities,  bridges, 
and  other  structures  (except  railroad  facilities)  made  necessary  by  the 
construction  work;  maintain  and  operate  the  project  after  completion 
in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army;  and  prescribe  and  enforce  regulations  to  prevent  encroachment 
on  rights-of-way  needed  for  proper  functioning  of  the  project.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 
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Comments  oj  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  improvement  will  protect  against  the  frequent 
flooding  at  Grandville. 

Grand  River  and  Tributaries,  Missouri  and  Iowa 
(H.  Doc.  241,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Grand  River  Basin  comprises  about  7,900  square 
miles  in  northwestern  Missouri  and  southwestern  Iowa.  The  river 
is  a  left  bank  tributary  of  Missouri  River  about  250  miles  upstream 
from  St.  Louis. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1936,  1938,  and  1946. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  federally  constructed  flood  control 
improvements  in  the  Grand  River  Basin.  However,  the  Chillicothe 
Dam  and  Reservoir — now  in  inactive  status — was  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1938;  and  the  Missouri  River  Agricultural 
Levee  project,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944,  includes 
units  at  the  mouth  of  the  Grand  River. 

Flood  problem. — Both  droughts  and  floods  have  harassed  the  basin 
and  Grand  River  discharges  have  aggravated  flooding  along  the 
Missouri  and  Mississippi  Rivers.  Damage  within  the  basin  from 
the  June  1947  flood  was  estimated  in  excess  of  $22  million.  Droughts, 
on  the  other  hand,  have  created  critical  municipal  water  shortages 
in  the  past. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  consists  of  a  system 
of  multiple-purpose  reservoirs  and  local  protection  works.  The 
reservoirs,  ranging  in  size  from  183,000  to  2,720,000  acre-feet  of 
storage  capacity,  would  control  62  percent  of  the  drainage  area  of 
the  basin  and  provide  a  total  of  over  2 %  million  acre-feet  of  water 
conservation  space.  The  plan  includes  about  100  miles  of  channel 
improvements  and  210  miles  of  levees. 


Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  1961) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

$252,  020,  000 
26, 615,  000 

(') 

$2, 902,  000 

$252, 020, 000 
29, 517, 000 

Total..  _  _ _ 

278, 635, 000 

2, 902, 000 

281,  537, 000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  construction  costs  associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  currently 
estimated  at  $19,860,000. 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Reservoirs: 

$8,  666, 000 
529,000 

$8,  666, 000 
630,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _ 

$101, 000 

Tntftl  _  _____  __  __ 

9, 195, 000 

101, 000 

9,  296, 000 

Levees  and  channels: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

812,  400 

0 

87, 800 
125,  600 

900,200 

125,600 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total  _  _  _  _ 

812, 400 

213, 400 

1, 025, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

Reservoirs: 

Flood  control _ _ _ 

6,815,000 
137, 000 
3, 600, 000 
946, 000 

Water  quality  control _  - _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _ 

Power _ _ 

Total.. _ _ 

11,  498, 000 

Channels  and  levees:  flood  control _ _ 

2, 432,  200 

Benefit-cost  ratios 


Reservoirs: 

Pattonsburg _  1.  3 

Trenton _  1.  3 

Mercer _  1.  5 

Linneus _  1.  0 


Reservoirs — Continued 


Brookfield _  1.  3 

St.  Catherine _  1.  1 

Braymer _  1.  1 

Channels  and  levees _ 2.  3 


Local  cooperation. — With  respect  to  channel  and  levee  works,  pro¬ 
vide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  necessary  for  construction  and  maintenance  of  these  works; 
including  rights-of-way  required  for  ponding  of  interior  drainage;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary 
alterations  or  replacements  of  bridges,  roads,  miscellaneous  utilities, 
and  other  existing  improvements  required  in  connection  with  these 
works,  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches;  prevent  encroachment 
on  the  improved  channels  that  would  impair  their  capacity;  operate 
and  maintain  each  element  of  the  work  after  its  completion  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  with 
respect  to  the  reservoirs,  contribute  to  the  control  of  pollution  of  the 
streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate  treatment  or 
other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source;  protect  channels 
downstream  from  the  reservoirs  from  encroachments  which  would 
adversely  affect  operation  of  the  system;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  all  water-rights  claims  resulting  from  construction 
and  operation  of  the  reservoirs;  and  exercise,  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of  streamflow  made  available 
by  reservoir  storage;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with 
current  policy,  such  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $19,860,000  and 
$101,000,  respectively. 

Comments  oj  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Recommended  certain  measures 
be  taken  as  part  of  the  project  to  insure  continued  efficient 
operation  of  the  State’s  Fountain  Grove  Wildlife  Area.  The 
Chief  of  Engineers  replied  that  the  suggested  measures  could  be 
included  in  the  project  and  that  he  believes  the  estimates  of 
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project  cost  are  adequate  to  develop  a  satisfactory  plan  for 
uninterrupted  operation  of  the  wildlife  area.  Also,  Interior 
noted  that  amounts  to  be  reimbursed  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement  have  been  combined,  and  indicated  that 
the  costs  should  be  separated.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  pointed 
out  that  the  proposed  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act 
makes  little  distinction  between  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  and  that  many  details  in  the  matter  of  cost  sharing 
and  reimbursement  remain  to  be  resolved.  However,  if  such  a 
separation  becomes  necessary  he  feels  the  matter  can  be  worked 
out  equitably  between  the  corps  and  non-Federal  interests. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Commented  that  construction  of 
the  proposed  reservoirs,  particularly  Pattonsburg  and  Trenton 
Reservoirs,  would  appear  to  adversely  affect  some  watershed 
protection  and  flood  prevention  projects  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  and  that  these  effects  should  be  considered  and  the 
improvements  coordinated  prior  to  construction.  The  Chief  of 
Engineers  recognizes  that  close  cooi  dination  of  the  two  Depart¬ 
ments  is  essential  and  that  such  coordination  would  be  continued 
during  preconstruction  planning  of  the  projects.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  indicated  that  more  comprehensive  studies 
should  be  carried  out  in  the  basin.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
pointed  out  that  the  Grand  River  Basin  has  been  the  subject  of 
rather  extensive  studies  by  many  agencies  fox  many  yeai's,  and 
that  throughout  the  yeai-s,  scales  of  project  develooment  and 
alternatives  considered  have  been  modified  as  necessai'y  to 
reflect  changing  needs  and  conditions.  Also,  that  as  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan  is  developed  all  features  will  be  considered  again 
in  detail  and  adjustments  made  as  need  be  to  meet  existing 
conditions. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  noted  that  the  Department  of  Agriculture  believes  a 
review  of  possible  adverse  impacts  associated  with  land  acquisition 
for  the  seven  reservoirs  should  be  made  and  the  Bureau  expects  such 
a  review  would  be  accomplished  in  cooperation  with  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  prior  to  a  request  for  funds  for  construction  of  the 
reservoirs.  The  Bureau  also  advised  that  it  would  expect  a  review 
of  hydroelectric  aspects  of  the  Pattonsbui’g  Reservoir  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  of  that  project. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  Linneus  Reservoir  is  of  margi¬ 
nal  feasibility,  and  that  St.  Catherine  Reservoir,  and  the  Honey 
Creek-No  Creek  channel  improvement  are  only  slightly  favorable, 
all  based  on  2J/g-percent  interest  rate.  On  the  basis  of  the  interest 
rate  currently  in  use,  3 3^8  percent, ’the  committee  finds  that  Linneus 
and  St.  Catherine  Reservoii’s  and  the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  channel 
improvement  all  fall  below  unity.  The  committee  notes  also  that  the 
proposed  hydroelectric  power  development  at  Pattonsburg  Reservoir 
is  of  questionable  economic  merit.  Accordingly,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  adoption  of  the  plan  of  improvement  with  these  four  features 
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omitted.  On  the  foregoing  basis  the  estimated  cost  of  the  project 
would  be  $218,009,000. 

Grande  Ronde  River  and  Tributaries,  Oregon 
(H.  Doc.  280,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Grande  Ronde  River  is  a  tributary  to  the  Snake 
River  in  northeastern  Oregon  and  southeastern  Washington. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  as  amended. 

Existing  'project. — Clearing  and  snagging  on  Grande  Ronde  at  La 
Grande  and  bank  protection  on  Catherine  Creek  at  Union  and  on 
Wallowa  River  near  Wallowa,  Oreg.  The  1950  Flood  Control  Act 
authorized  levees  and  channel  improvements  in  the  Grande  Ronde 
Valley  from  Elgin  to  La  Grande  and  Union.  This  project  has  not  been 
constructed.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  partially  completed 
levee,  channel,  and  drainage  improvements  on  Catherine,  Pyle,  and 
Ladd  Creeks  and  Wright  Slough. 

Flood  problem. — Damaging  floods  occur  almost  annually  in  the 
Grande  Ronde  Valley.  Municipal  water  supply  shortages  exist  at 
La  Grande  and  Union  and  there  is  adequate  water  for  irrigation  for 
only  3,300  acres  out  of  26,400  acres  of  irrigated  land.  There  are  also 
water  pollution  problems.  Local  interests  desire  multiple-purpose 
reservoirs  rather  than  local  protection  works. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Two  multiple-purpose  reser¬ 
voirs,  one  on  lower  Grande  Ronde  River  and  one  on  Catherine  Creek 
for  flood  control,  irrigation,  power,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  water 
quality  control,  and  water  supply. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 


Lower 

Catherine 

Grande 

Creek 

Total 

Ronde 

All  Federal _  _ — . 

$12,  526,  000 

$7, 914,  000 

i  $20, 440,  000 

1  Includes  $6,705,700  allocated  to  irrigation,  $652,600  allocated  to  water  supply,  and  $1,423,000  allocated 
to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests. 


Project  economics 


Lower 

Grande 

Ronde 

Catherine 

Creek 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

International  and  amortization..  ..... 

Maintenance  and  operation.  . . 

Total _ _  _  _  __  _  . 

$402,  500 
81,  000 

$254, 200 
72, 000 

$656, 700 
>  153, 000 

483, 500 

326, 200 

809,  700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  _ 

166,  000 
218, 000 
24, 000 

143, 000 
73, 000 
12,000 
85,  000 
16,  000 
164,  000 
6,000 

309, 000 
291, 000 
36,  000 
85, 000 
27, 000 
422,  000 
19, 000 

Irrigation _ _  _  _.  ...  _  . . 

Water  supply _  „  _  ... 

Water  quality  control  _  _  _  ...  ... 

Anadromous  fish _ _  .....  _ _ _ 

11, 000 
258, 000 
13. 000 

Recreation _  ...  ..  ...  .... 

Power _  .  _  _  _  _ 

Total _  _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 

690,  000 

499,  000 

1, 189,  000 

1.4 

1.5 

1.5 

1  Includes  $18,700  allocated  to  irrigation  and  $3,000  allocated  to  water  supply,  to  be  repaid  by  local  interests 
and  $6,0000  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  which  would  be  a  non-Federal  responsibility. 
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Local  cooperation. — Repay  the  United  States  the  construction  costs 
and  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to 
irrigation  and  water  supply.  Repay  one-half  of  the  separable  costs 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  and  bear  all  costs  of  and 
assume  responsibility  for  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of 
these  facilities.  Exercise  control  over  withdrawal  of  water  below 
the  projects  necessary  to  insure  that  downstream  benefits  will  be 
preserved.  If  repayment  contracts  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  cannot  be  secured  prior  to  initiation  of  construction, 
guarantee  repayment  of  the  costs  of  providing  irrigation  storage. 
Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  all  water  rights  claims. 
Provide  adequate  waste  treatment  as  contemplated  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1961. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  concurs  generally  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  With  respect  to  responsibility  for  construction  of  the 
Catherine  Creek  project  and  for  operation  and  maintenance  of  the 
Catherine  Creek  and  lower  Grande  Ronde  projects,  as  between  the 
Department  of  the  Army  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  these 
are  questions  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  for  later 
determination  by  the  President  at  the  time  of  preconstruction  planning 
when  further  definition  of  irrigation  storage  requirements  will  be 
available. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommends  that  authorization  be  in  accord  with  the  recommendation 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  With  respect  to  reformulation  of  the 
projects  to  exclude  irrigation  as  a  function  if  neither  irrigation  repay¬ 
ment  contracts  nor  State  guarantee  of  repayment  of  irrigation  costs  is 
forthcoming  prior  to  construction,  the  Bureau  understands  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  would  submit  any  such  reformulated  project 
to  the  President  for  his  review  and  approval.  With  this  under¬ 
standing,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  have  no  objection  to 
submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  takes  note  of  the  frequency  of  flooding 
in  the  Grande  Ronde  Valley  and  the  need  for  storage  of  water  for 
varied  purposes.  The  recommend  :d  reservoirs  are  urgently  needed 
to  provide  flood  protection.  The  committee  is  not  convinced  of  the 
need  for  delay  in  determination  of  responsibility  for  construction  or 
operation  and  maintenance  of  any  phase  of  the  projects.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  convinced  that  in  the  interests  of  efficiency  and  avoidance 
of  delay  the  projects  should  now  be  authorized  for  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
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Highland  Bayou,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  168,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Highland  Bayou  is  a  small  coastal  stream  which  flows 
southeasterly  through  Galveston  County  to  enter  Jones  Bay  about 
5  miles  northwest  of  Galveston,  Tex. 

Authority. — Section  204  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  June 
30,  1948. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  flood  control  improvements  on  High¬ 
land  Bayou. 

Flood  problem.— About  20,000  acres  of  urban  and  agricultural  lands, 
including  portions  of  the  cities  of  La  Marque  and  Hitchcock,  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  overflow  due  to  a  channel  that  is  inadequate  to  handle  runoff 
from  intense  local  thunderstorms  and  torrential  rainfall  associated 
with  tropical  storms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Enlargement  and  rectification 
of  Highland  Bayou,  construction  of  a  dam  about  S  miles  above  the 
mouth  to  divert  flows  from  the  upper  watershed  into  the  adjacent 
Basford  Bayou,  and  construction  of  a  diversion  channel  generally 
following  Basford  Bayou  to  Jones  Bay. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  August  1963 ) 

Federal _ $3,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  370,  000 

Total _ _ _ _  4,870,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$114, 000 

0 

$45,  000 
37, 000 

$159,  000 
37,000 

Maintenance  and  operation. . . . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

114,  000 

82, 000 

196,  000 
671,  000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ 

B enefit-c ost  ratio . — 3 .4 . 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way, 
and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  construction;  provide  all  re¬ 
locations  and  alterations  of  bridges,  except  railroad  bridges,  and  of 
all  buildings,  structures,  pipelines,  sewers,  utilities,  and  any  other 
alterations  of  existing  improvements  which  may  be  required  for 
construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages;  maintain  and  operate;  provide  and  maintain  all 
lateral  channels  and  drains  that  may  be  necessary  for  proper  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  project;  prevent  any  encroachment  on  the  flood¬ 
carrying  capacities  of  improved  channels;  and  at  least  annually, 
notify  all  interested  parties  that  the  project  will  provide  protection 
from  upstream  flooding  up  to  the  standard  project  flood  but  will  not 
provide  protection  from  hurricane  or  storm  tide  flooding.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 
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Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  is  aware  of  the  serious  nature  of  the  flood 
problem  in  the  flood  plain  of  Highland  Bayou.  This  project  provides 
a  practical  solution  to  this  basin  flood  problem. 

Hocking  River  Basin,  Ohio 
(H.  Doc.  287,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Hocking  River  is  a  southeastward  flowing  tributary 
of  the  Ohio  River,  with  its  mouth  at  Hockingport,  Ohio,  about  20b 
miles  downstream  from  Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
August  16,  1950,  August  6,  1948,  and  June  13,  1956 

Existing  project. — The  only  Corps  of  Engineers  project  constructed 
within  the  basin  is  the  Tom  Jenkins  Reservoir  located  on  the  east 
branch  of  Sunday  Creek.  The  reservoir  is  operated  for  flood  control, 
water  supply,  and  recreation. 

Flood  problems. — -Widespread  flooding  occurs  along  the  main  stem 
of  the  Hocking  River  causing  severe  and  frequent  damage  in  the  city 
of  Athens  and  surrounding  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  local  protection  works  for 
Athens  consists  of  enlarging  and  straightening  about  22,000  feet  of  the 
existing  channel  of  the  Hocking  River  through  Athens  and  clearing 
and  snagging  an  additional  10,000  feet  upstream  and  3,000  feet  down¬ 
stream;  placement  of  fill  in  the  abandoned  streambed  and  in  low  areas 
adjoining  the  new  channel;  construction  of  levees  for  partial  protection 
between  Mill  Street  and  Richland  Avenue;  construction  of  a  levee 
along  the  left  bank  opposite  the  mouth  of  Margaret  Creek  between 
State  Highway  No.  56  and  the  Baltimore  &  Ohio  Railroad;  sewer  and 
utility  alterations  and  relocations;  and  construction  of  two  highway 
bridges. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1964 ) 

Federal _  $4,  520,  000 

Non-Federal _  2,  600,  000 

Total _  7,  120,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  _  . . . _ 

$185, 000 

$107,  000 
30, 000 
15,  000 

$292, 000 
30, 000 
15, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation.  .  _  . . 

Economic  loss  of  land  productivity _ _ _ 

Total..  ..  . . .  .  . . 

185, 000 

152, 000 

337, 000 
460, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Flood  damages  prevented _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation.— Prior  to  construction  local  interests  will  be 
required  to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  they  will  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  spoil  areas,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
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due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  all  the  works  after  comple¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  necessary 
sewer,  utility,  highway,  and  highway  bridge  alterations;  prevent  any 
obstruction  or  encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying 
capacity  of  the  channel  in  the  improved  reach;  provide  that  no 
habitable  buildings  with  basements  or  with  fhst  floor  elevations 
lower  than  639  feet  above  mean  sea  level  be  constructed  in  the  future 
along  the  left  descending  bank  between  Richland  Avenue  and  Mill 
Street;  and  at  least  annually  notify  those  affected  that  the  improve¬ 
ments  will  not  provide  any  substantial  flood  protection  above  the 
Baltimore  and  Ohio  Railroad  bridge  and  below  Mill  Street.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with 
these  provisions. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  project 
would  provide  needed  flood  protection  to  extensively  developed 
urban  areas,  including  the  buildings  of  a  leading  university. 

Housatonic  River,  Conn.,  Mass.,  and  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  324,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.— In  the  western  part  of  Connecticut  and  the  southwestern 
corner  of  Massachusetts  with  a  small  area  extending  into  New  York. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  on  February  4,  1949  and  September  14,  1955,  and  by  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  June  13  and  July  23,  1956. 

Existing  project. — Flood  control  improvements  consists  of  seven 
reservoirs  and  four  local  protection  projects,  all  located  in  the  Nauga¬ 
tuck  River  Basin.  A  navigation  project  for  the  lower  part  of  the 
river  which  provides  for  a  channel  18  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  for 
a  distance  of  about  5  miles  and  7  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  for  a 
distance  of  an  additional  8  miles. 

Flood  problem. — With  the  reservoirs  constructed,  considerable 
damage  would  still  occur  at  Danbury  and  Derby  and  local  people 
desire  flood  protection. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Still  River, 
Housatonic  River  Basin,  at  Danbury,  Conn.,  for  local  flood  protection 
by  provision  of  channel  improvement  and  appurtenant  works;  and 
improvement  of  the  Housatonic  and  Naugatuck  Rivers  at  Derby, 
Conn.,  for  local  flood  protection  by  provision  of  floodwall,  levee 
channel  improvement,  a  pumping  plant,  and  appurtenant  works. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1963) 


Danbury 

Derby 

Total 

Federal.  _ _ _ 

$2, 300, 000 
650, 000 

$2, 800, 000 
240, 000 

$5, 100, 000 
890, 000 

N on-Federal _ 

Total _  ..  _ _ 

2, 950, 000 

3, 040, 000 

5, 990, 000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

DANBURY 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$75, 000 

$21, 200 

1, 000 

$96, 200 
1,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _  _ 

75, 000 

22, 200 

97, 200 

DERBY 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

91, 300 

7,800 
10, 300 

99, 100 
10, 300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ 

91,300 

18, 100 

109, 400 

Danbury 

Derby 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ _ 

$116, 200 

$210, 900 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Danbury,  1.2;  Derby,  1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project  including  lands  for  spoil  disposal,  storm  water  pondage,  and 
collector  ditches  together  with  necessary  changes  to  sewage  systems, 
highway  bridges  and  roads,  railroad  track  except  railroad  bridges  and 
approaches,  and  other  utilities;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all 
the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  prevent  encroachment  on  improved 
channels  and  on  ponding  areas  and  if  capacity  of  the  latter  is  im¬ 
paired,  provide  equally  effective  storage,  pumping  capacity,  or  both, 
without  cost  to  the  United  States;  and  prevent  encroachment  within 
20  feet  of  the  top  of  the  west  bank  of  Naugatuck  River  at  the  proposed 
channel  widening  upstream  from  the  highway  bridge  at  Derby. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — 'The  committee  notes  that  despite  the  presently  author¬ 
ized  upstream  improvements  considerable  damage  would  still  occur 
at  Danbury  and  Derby,  therefore,  the  improvements  proposed  in  this 
bill  are  necessary. 

Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa  and  Minn. 

(H.  Doc.  166,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  source  of  the  Iowa  River  is  in  Hancock  County, 
Iowa,  while  the  Cedar  River  rises  in  Dodge  County,  Minn.  Both 
streams  flow  southeasterly.  Cedar  River  empties  into  the  Iowa 
River  at  Columbus  Junction,  Iowa,  29.6  miles  upstream  from  the 
mouth  of  the  Iowa  River;  Iowa  River  enters  the  Mississippi  River  at 
a  point  433.5  miles  above  the  mouth  of  the  Ohio  River. 


70 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


Authority. — HFCC  resolution  adopted  July  16,  1945;  SCC  resolution 
adopted  August  6,  1945;  HPWC  resolution  adopted  July  29,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  one  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project 
in  the  Iowa  and  Cedar  Basins,  the  Coralville  Dam  and  Reservoir  on 
the  Iowa  River,  about  83  miles  above  the  mouth  of  that  stream,  placed 
in  operation  in  1958.  The  Rochester  Dam  and  Reservoir,  on  Cedar- 
River  about  2  miles  upstream  from  the  town  of  Rochester  in  Cedar 
County,  is  authorized  but  construction  has  been  deferred  for  restudy. 
The  primary  purpose  of  these  projects  is  to  provide  flood  protection 
to  areas  downstream  from  the  dams.  The  projects  would  provide  no 
flood  protection  to  the  communities  under  consideration  in  this  report. 
Under  the  provisions  of  section  205  of  the  1962  Flood  Control  Act  for 
small  flood  control  projects,  improvements  on  Beaver  Creek  at  New 
Hartford,  Iowa,  have  been  authorized  and  an  investigation  is  in 
progress  on  Iowa  River  and  Otter  Creek  at  Chelsea,  Iowa.  Other 
flood  control  improvements  within  the  basin  have  been  constructed 
by  local  interests  and  by  the  Works  Projects  Administration  during 
the  1930’s.  These  include  reaches  of  levees  and  river  walls  at  scattered 
locations. 

Flood  problem. — Flood  damages  have  been  significant  in  urban  and 
rurd  areas  in  the  Iowa-Cedar  Basins  and  are  expected  to  increase  in 
the  future.  Because  topography  in  the  upper  basins  is  not  suitable 
for  effective  reservoir  storage,  local  protection  is  the  only  physical 
alternative. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Improvements  for  flood  control 
on  Iowa  River  and  Linn  Creek  at  Marshalltown,  Iowa;  and  on  Cedar 
River  and  Blackhawk  Creek  at  Waterloo,  Iowa;  to  consist  of  levees, 
floodwalls,  pumping  plants,  drainage  structures,  ponding  areas,  inter¬ 
ceptor  sewers,  bridge  modification  and  replacement,  closure  structures, 
and  channel  enlargement  on  Linn  Creek;  generally  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  of  the  district  engineer  and  with  such  modifications  thereof 
as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  be  advisable. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  April  196S) 


Marshalltown 

Waterloo 

Federal . .  _.  ...  .  .  ..... _  _ _ _  _ _ 

$2, 670,  000 
430,  000 

$14,  900,  000 
3, 750, 000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

3, 100, 000 

18, 650, 000 

Project  economics 


Marshalltown 

Waterloo 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

Total _ _ _ 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented.-. 

$87,  000 

$14, 100 
31,  200 

$101, 100 
31,  200 

$492, 800 

$124, 100 
29, 400 

$616, 900 
29, 400 

87,000 

45, 300 

132, 300 
194,  500 

492, 800 

153,  500 

646. 300 

799. 300 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — Marshalltown,  1.5;  Waterloo,  1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  borrow,  ponding, 
and  spoil-disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the 
works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  alterations 
of  buildings,  utilities,  highway  bridges,  roads,  and  other  facilities 
(except  railroad  bridges)  made  necessary  by  construction  of  thS 
project;  and  prevent  any  encroachment  on  the  flood  channels  and 
ponding  areas  which  would  decrease  their  effectiveness,  and  if  ponding 
areas  and  capacities  are  impaired,  promptly  provide  substitute  storage 
capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  without  cost  to  the  United 
States;  and  provided  further,  that  either  plan  may  be  constructed 
independently  of  the  other  when  funds  are  available  and  the  prescribed 
local  cooperation  therefor  has  been  furnished.  Local  interests  are 
willing  and  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable, 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable, 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  careful  consideration  was 
given  to  numerous  alternative  plans  for  dealing  with  the  water 
protection  works  at  Marshalltown  and  Waterloo  is  the  most  practical 
solution. 

James  River  and  Tributaries,  Jamestown,  N.  Dak. 

(H.  Doc.  266,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — James  River  rises  near  the  town  of  Fessenden,  in  central 
North  Dakota,  and  flows  north  and  eastward  for  about  50  miles,  then 
almost  due  south  through  North  and  South  Dakota  to  join  the  Mis¬ 
souri  River  near  Yankton,  S.  Dak.  It  is  about  710  miles  long  and 
drains  an  area  of  about  22,000  square  miles,  of  which  6,200  are  in 
North  Dakota.  Pipestem  Creek,  the  largest  tributary  in  North 
Dakota,  joins  the  main  river  at  Jamestown.  It  is  about  50  miles  long 
and  drains  an  area  of  594  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committee  on  Flood  Control  and 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of  Representatives,  adopted 
November  10,  1943,  and  June  2,  1953,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Jamestown  Dam  and  Reservoir,  which  includes 
230,000  acre-feet  of  storage  for  flood  control,  was  completed  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  1953.  The  dam  is  on  the  James  River 
about  1  mile  upstream  from  Jamestown. 

Flood  problem. — The  history  of  flooding  on  Pipestem  Creek  and  the 
James  River  dates  back  to  1876.  Average  annual  flood  damages  under 
present  conditions,  with  the  Jamestown  Dam  in  operation,  are 
estimated  at  $123,000,  including  $70,000  at  Jamestown  and  $53,000 
to  crops,  structures,  and  facilities  in  the  downstream  rural  area. 
Under  future  conditions,  it  is  estimated  that  these  damages  would 
increase  to  $208,000,  with  $139,000  occurring  at  Jamestown  and 
$69,000  in  rural  areas. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  dam  and 
reservoir  on  Pipestem  Creek  about  3  miles  upstream  from  Jamestown, 
for  flood  control,  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  a 
wildlife  management  area  to  mitigate  wildlife  losses. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  April  1964) 

Federal _  $3,  083,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  17,  000 


Total _ - _  3,  100,  000 

1  Non-Federal  first  cost  of  wildlife  management  area;  non- Federal  interests  also  to  repay  an  estimated 
$136,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 


Project  economics 

Annual  charges; 

Interest  and  amortization - $109,  200 

Operation,  maintenance  and  replacement _  18,  300 


Total _ _  127,  500 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control -  206,  000 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _  35,  500 


Total _  241,  500 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  presently 
estimated  at  $136,000  for  construction  and  $10,300  annually  for 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement;  maintain  and  operate  all 
improvements  within  the  wildlife  management  area,  for  public  use 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  install  at  then’  own  expense  all  improve¬ 
ments  and  necessary  replacements  thereto ;  obtain  water  rights  needed 
for  storage  and  use  of  water,  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  water  rights  claims  resulting  from  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and.  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  North  Dakota:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Dakota:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  project  would  provide  flood  control,  particularly  for 
the  city  of  Jamestown,  N.  Dak.,  in  an  area  characterized  by  inter¬ 
mittent  flooding  and  droughts.  Also,  it  would  provide  a  means  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  development  in  the  area.  The  com¬ 
mittee  believes  this  project  to  be  an  important  element  in  the  overall 
development  of  water  resources  in  the  James  River  Basin. 
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John  Day  Lock  and  D.\m,  Columbia  River,  Wash,  and  Oreg. 

(S.  Doc.  28,  89tli  Cong.) 

PROPOSED  PROJECT  MODIFICATION  FOR  ACQUISITION  OF  ADDITIONAL 
LANDS  FOR  WATERFOWL  MANAGEMENT 

Authority. — Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  approved  August 
12,  1958  (Public  Law  85-624).  The  modification  would  provide  for 
acquisition  of  fee  title  to  certain  lands  for  wildlife  purposes  which 
will  require  specific  authorization  by  Congress. 

Existing  project. — -The  John  Day  lock  and  dam  was  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1950  as  a  major  component  of  the  plan  for 
development  of  the  Lower  Columbia  River  system  for  navigation 
and  power.  The  dam  will  impound  water  77  miles  upstream.  Con¬ 
struction  of  the  authorized  project  was  approximately  43  percent 
complete  as  of  January  1,  1965. 

Wildlife  problem. — A  study  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife  in  cooperation  with  Oregon  State  Game  Commission  and 
Washington  State  Department  of  Game  indicated  that  the  John  Day 
lock  and  dam  project  will  destroy  a  portion  of  the  habitat  which  is 
essential  to  a  large  segment  of  more  than  7  million  waterfowl  utilizing 
the  Pacific  flyway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -To  modify  the  project  by 
acquiring  additional  lands,  contiguous  to  lands  for  other  project 
purposes,  for  establishing  a  waterfowl  management  unit.  The  total 
area  proposed  for  development  is  estimated  to  be  about  29,370  acres, 
of  which  about  16,790  acres  would  be  water  and  12,580  acres  would  be 
land.  Besides  project  land  amounting  to  8,750  acres,  an  estimated 
3,300  acres  of  private  land  and  530  acres  of  public  lands  will  be 
required. 

Estimated  cost,  Federal 


Corps  of  Engineers _  3676,  000 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service _  680,  000 

Total _ _ _  1,  356,  000 


The  land  will  be  purchased  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  responsible  for  development,  opera¬ 
tions,  and  maintenance,  including  funding  of  these  items. 


Project  economics 


Cost 

Interest 

Amortiza¬ 

tion 

Total 

annual  costs 

Land  purchase . . .  .  _  _  _  _ _ 

$676, 000 
680, 000 

$17, 745 
17, 850 

$17, 745 
24, 578 
66, 000 

Development _  . . . . 

Operations  and  maintenance _ 

$6, 728 

Total . .  .  .  _  _  . 

1, 356, 000 

35, 595 

6,728 

108,323 

Annual  benefits 


Damages  prevented _  $34,  000 

Enhancement _  112,000 


Total 


...  146,000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.35. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  has  considered  the  recommendations  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  director  of  the  Game  Commission, 
State  of  Oregon,  and  the  director  of  the  Department  of  Game,  State  of 
Washington,  and  the  Chief  of  Engineers  report  on  modifying  the 
project  for  establishing  a  national  wildlife  refuge.  The  committee 
believes  the  refuge  is  desirable  and  that  the  modification  should  be 
authorized  at  this  time.  Because  of  planned  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  development  in  a  portion  of  the  Federal  waterfowl  manage¬ 
ment  area  as  originally  planned,  the  committee  believes  it  appropriate 
to  provide  for  deletion  of  the  lands  in  question  from  the  plan  and 
substitution  of  other  lands  at  an  additional  cost  of  $30,000. 

John  Martin  Reservoir,  Colorado 

Authority. — The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  was  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  for  flood  control  and  con¬ 
servation.  Construction  of  the  project  was  completed  in  1948. 

Plan  of  modification. — Establishment  of  a  permanent  pool  of  not  to 
exceed  10,000  acre-feet.  The  necessary  storage  space  would  be 
provided  by  reducing  the  space  allocated  to  flood  control  (280,000 
acre-feet)  by  a  like  amount.  Provided,  that  operation  of  the  project 
for  flood  control  purposes  shall  not  be  limited  in  any  way,  that  rights 
of  irrigators  shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired,  that  the  State  of 
Colorado  must  obtain  the  water  rights  necessary  to  fill  and  maintain 
the  permanent  pool,  and  that  operation  of  the  permanent  pool  must 
be  acceptable  to  the  Arkansas  River  Compact  Administration. 

Estimated  cost. — The  proposed  modification  would  be  accomplished 
at  no  additional  Federal  cost. 

Comment  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  committee  believes  that  the  proposed  project 
modification  would  enhance  the  value  and  attractiveness  of  the 
reservoir  at  no  significant  loss  to  the  flood  control  purpose.  The 
bill  authorizes  the  modification,  subject  to  the  referred-to  conditions. 

John  Redmond  Reservoir,  Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Kans. 

(S.  Doc.  27,  89th  Cong.) 

Authority. — Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  approved  August 
12,  1958  (Public  Law  85-624).  The  modification  would  provide  for 
acquisition  of  fee  title  to  certain  lands  for  wildlife  purposes  which  will 
require  specific  authorization  by  Congress. 

Existing  project. — The  John  Redmond  Dam  and  Reservoir  was 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  1950  as  a  unit  in  the 
general  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control,  water  conservation,  and 
other  beneficial  water  resource  uses  in  the  Grand  (Neosho)  River 
Basin.  The  dam  will  impound  water  forming  a  conservation  pool  of 
9,400  acres.  Construction  of  the  authorized  project  was  about  99 
percent  complete  as  of  April  30,  1965. 
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Wildlife  problem . — A  study  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and 
Wildlife  indicated  that  the  Grand  (Neosho)  River  valley  is  one  of  the 
principal  migration  routes  for  certain  geese  and  ducks.  Also,  the 
John  Redmond  Reservoir  is  strategically  located  and  provides  an 
excellent  opportunity  to  develop  the  waterfowl  potential  of  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  national  wildlife  refuge  as 
proposed  will  use  the  John  Redmond  Reservoir  upstream  from  the 
town  of  Ottumwa,  Ivans.  The  total  acreage  proposed  includes  24,020 
acres  of  land  and  water.  In  addition  to  lands  required  for  other 
project  purposes,  the  refuge  involves  converting  3,400  acres  from 
flowage  easement  to  fee  purchase  within  the  reservoir  area,  and  ac¬ 
quisition  in  fee  of  about  320  acres  adjoining  the  reservoir. 

Estimated  cost,  Federal 


Corps  of  Engineers _  $730,  000 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service _  585,  000 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1,315,000 


The  land  will  be  purchased  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  responsible  for  development,  opera¬ 
tions,  and  maintenance,  including  funding  of  these  items. 


Project  economics 


Lands 

Development 

Total 

1st  cost _ _  _ 

$730,  000 
730,  000 

$585,  000 
575,  000 

$1, 315, 000 
1, 315, 000 

Investment _  _ _  __  _  _ _ 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ _ _ 

19,  900 

16,  000 
75,  500 

35,900 
75,  500 

Operations  and  maintenance _ 

Total _ 

19,  900 

91,  500 

111,  400 

Annual  benefits: 

Refuge _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

111,  400 
30,  000 
25, 000 

Local  hunting _ 

General  recreation _  _  - _ _ 

Total _ 

166,  400 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.5. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  has  considered  the  recommendations  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  for  developing 
a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunction  with  the  lands  and  waters 
of  the  project.  The  committee  believes  that  the  modification  of  the 
project  is  desirable. 
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Kaskaskia  River  Levees,  Illinois 
(H.  Doc.  351,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  levees  are  located  on  the  left  and  right  banks  of  the 
Kaskaskia  River  in  central  Illinois  between  Cowden  and  Vandalia 
about  65  miles  northeast  of  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Authority. — Section  209  of  the  Flood  Control  Act,  approved  October 
23,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  authorized  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River 
provides  for  the  construction  of  a  dam  near  Carlyle,  Ill.,  about  50 
miles  downstream  from  Vandalia  and  a  dam  near  Shelby ville  about 
60  miles  upstream  from  Vandalia,  in  addition  to  nine  levee  projects 
between  Carlyle  and  New  Athens,  6  levee  projects  between  Cowden 
and  Vandalia,  and  a  local  protection  project  at  New  Athens.  Con¬ 
struction  is  underway  on  Carlyle  and  Shelbyville  Dams  and  construc¬ 
tion  on  the  local  protection  project  at  New  Athens  was  started  in 
fiscal  year  1965. 

Problem. — Differences  in  policy  in  effect  during  the  periods  when 
the  Cowden  to  Vandalia  and  the  Carlyle  to  New  Athens  levees  were 
under  study  resulted  in  the  authorization  of  projects  protecting  pre¬ 
dominantly  agricultural  areas  in  which  the  local  interests  of  only 
one  reach,  Cowden  to  Vandalia,  were  required  to  make  a  cash  contri¬ 
bution  in  recognition  of  land-enhancement  benefits  that  would  result 
from  construction  of  the  levees. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Under  current  policy  no  cash 
contribution  would  be  required  as  an  item  of  local  participation  in 
recognition  of  land-enhancement  benefits  due  to  the  reduction  hi 
flood  hazard  if  the  levees  between  Cowden  and  Vandalia  were  recom¬ 
mended  for  construction  at  this  time.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended 
that  the  cash  contribution  no  longer  be  required  in  connection  with 
construction  of  these  levees. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 


Levees  as 
authorized 

Proposed 

modification 

Project  cost 
including 
modification 

Federal.  .  ...  _ _ _  .  ....  _  _ 

$5,  442,  000 
4,  538, 000 

+$3,  498, 000 
-3,  498,  000 

$8,  940, 000 
1,  040, 000 

Non-Federal _ _  _ _ _ 

Total.  _  _ 

9,  980,  000 

0 

9, 980,  000 

Project  economics 


Annual  charges: 

Federal _ $344,  000 

Non-Federal _  87,000 


Total _  431,000 

Annual  benefits _  595,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way  for  construction;  make  all  relocations  and  alterations  to 
highways,  roads,  bridges,  and  utilities;  construct  drainage  ditches; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and 
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operate;  and  make  a  cask  contribution  equal  to  the  full  cost  of  acqui¬ 
sition  of  flowage  easements  in  those  lands  acquired  by  the  United 
States  which,  upon  completion  of  the  levee  in  district  No.  22,  will 
not  be  required  for  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the 
Carlyle  Reservoir.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness 
to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  recom¬ 
mends  the  local  cooperation  for  the  levees  authorized  for  construction 
in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  be  modified  to  conform  to  current 
policy.  The  committee  considers  this  to  be  an  appropriate  adjust¬ 
ment. 

Lake  Pontchartrain,  La.,  and  Vicinity 
(H.  Doc.  231,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Lake  Pontchartrain  is  in  southeastern  Louisiana  north 
of  and  adjacent  to  the  city  of  New  Orleans. 

Authority. — Section  6  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act,  approved 
March  2,  1945.  Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  January  28,  1949,  and  February  4,  1957.  Public  Law  71, 
84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — Federal  improvements  include  the  east  bank 
Mississippi  River  levee,  the  Bonnet  Carre  Spillway  guide  levees,  and 
the  lakefront  levee  in  Jefferson  Parish;  non-Federal  improvements 
consist  of  levees,  seawalls,  and  railway  embankment  along  the  lake- 
front  from  the  Jefferson-Orleans  Parish  line  to  South  Point,  thence  to 
and  along  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  to  the  inner  harbor 
navigation  canal,  together  with  several  cross-levees,  canals,  and  pump¬ 
ing  systems  for  interior  drainage;  a  levee  for  protection  of  the  Ckal- 
mette  area,  with  pumps  and  floodgates  for  interior  drainage;  and 
a  seawall  along  the  lakefront  at  Mandeville  on  the  north  shore. 

Flood  problem. — The  existing  protective  works  for  developed  areas 
surrounding  Lake  Pontchartrain  have  been  overtopped  during  recent 
hurricanes  causing  extensive  damages  in  residential  and  commercial 
areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  levee  and 
fioodwall  barrier  from  the  eastern  end  of  the  existing  levees  to  high 
ground  east  of  the  Rigolets,  construction  of  new  or  enlargement  of 
existing  levees  along  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Pontchartrain  and  the 
Intracoastal  Waterway,  construction  of  a  new  levee  along  the  gulf 
outlet  channel  for  the  Chalmette  area,  together  with  repair  and 
reinforcement  of  the  existing  seawall  at  Mandeville,  to  prevent  entry 
of  lake  surges  into  the  developed  areas.  'The  barrier  would  include 
a  lock  and  floodgates  in  the  Rigolets,  a  navigation  gate  and  floodgates 
in  Chef  Menteur  Pass,  and  a  multiple-purpose  lock  in  the  inner 
harbor  canal. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1961) 


Hurricane 

protection 

Seabrook 

lock 

Total 

$51,942, 000 
i  27, 904, 000 

$4,980,000 

0 

$56, 922, 000 
»  27, 904, 000 

79, 846, 000 

4,980,000 

84, 826, 000 

i  Includes  a  cash  contribution  equivalent  to  the  estimated  capitalized  value  of  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  Rigolets  navigation  lock,  presently  estimated  at  $3,950,000. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$1, 735, 000 
125, 000 

$1, 004, 000 
244,000 

$2, 739, 000 
369, 000 

Total _ 

1, 860, 000 

1,248,000 

3, 108, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

52, 432, 000 
729, 000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total _ 

53, 161, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 17.1 . 

Local  cooperation. — 

For  the  hurricane  protection  plan:  Provide  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  and  spoil-disposal 
areas;  make  alterations  and  relocations  to  roads,  railroads,  pipe¬ 
lines,  cables,  wharves,  drainage  structures,  and  other  facilities; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  bear  30  per¬ 
cent  of  the  first  cost,  to  consist  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution  presently  estimated 
at  $18,028,000,  or,  as  a  substitute  for  any  part  of  the  cash  con¬ 
tribution,  accomplish  in  accordance  with  approved  construction 
schedules  items  of  work  of  equivalent  value  as  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers;  provide  an  additional  cash  contribution 
equivalent  to  the  estimated  capitalized  value  of  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  Rigolets  navigation  lock  and  channel  to  be 
undertaken  by  the  United  States,  presently  estimated  at  $3,950,- 
000;  provide  all  interior  drainage  and  pumping  plants  required 
for  reclamation  and  development  of  the  protected  areas;  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  the  project,  except  the  Rigolets  navigation  lock 
and  channel  and  the  modified  dual-purpose  Seabrook  lock;  and 
acquire  adequate  easements  or  other  interest  in  land  to  prevent 
encroachment  on  existing  ponding  areas  unless  substitute  storage 
capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  is  provided  promptly. 

For  the  Seabrook  lock:  Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way,  including  borrow  and  spoil-disposal  areas;  and  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Could  not  concur  because  of  a  con¬ 
flict  between  proposed  levee  location  and  the  interstate  highway 
construction  program.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  understands  that 
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the  final  design  and  location  for  Interstate  Highway  No.  10  have 
been  approved  recently.  The  liighway  would  be  carried  on  a 
trestle  at  an  elevation  that  would  clear  the  existing  levee  on  the 
west  side  of  Jefferson  Parish  and  that  would  clear  the  proposed 
levee  on  the  St.  Charles  Parish  side  of  the  borrow  pit  ditch.  It 
is  believed  on  this  basis  that  the  apparent  conflict  between  the 
hurricane  protection  plan  and  the  highway  no  longer  exists. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Requested  reconsideration  of  the  non- 
Federal  share  of  the  project  first  cost  and  the  operation  and 
maintenance  cost  for  the  Rigolets  locks  because  of  the  large  past 
expenditures  by  local  interests  to  provide  protection  and  because 
the  State  believed  the  locks  at  the  Rigolets  were  not  an  essential 
part  of  the  hurricane  protection  plan  but  necessary  only  for 
navigation.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  indicated  to  the  State  that 
Federal  policy,  as  set  forth  in  recent  congressional  authorizations 
for  hurricane  protection  projects,  provides  that  local  interests 
bear  not  less  than  30  percent  of  the  construction  cost  of  the  new 
work  which  shall  include  credit  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of- 
way,  and  relocations  normally  provided  by  non -Federal  interests. 
When  the  fair  value  of  the  lands,  etc.,  is  less  than  30  percent  of 
the  cost  of  construction,  the  difference  shall  be  borne  by  non- 
Federal  interests  as  a  cash  contribution  or  in  equivalent  work 
after  project  authorization.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  that  in  the  absence  of  the  hurricane  protection  bander 
there  woidd  be  no  necessity  for  the  Rigolets  lock.  The  lock  is 
viewed  as  an  integral  part  of  the  hurricane  protection  plan  to 
preserve  the  existing  navigation  between  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
and  Lake  Pontchartrain  with  the  costs  of  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  chargeable  to  the  protection  plan.  How¬ 
ever,  since  the  need  for  the  specific  added  feature  is  related  to 
navigation,  it  is  believed  that  performance  of  the  operation  and 
maintenance  by  the  Federal  Government  subject  to  local  repay¬ 
ment  thereof,  would  be  in  the  public  interest. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
observed  that  the  Seabrook  lock  was  needed  as  much  for  the  mitigation 
of  the  adverse  effects  resulting  from  construction  of  the  Mississippi 
River-Gulf  Outlet  Channel  as  for  hurricane  protection,  yet  the  costs 
were  allocated  93  percent  to  mitigation  of  damages  from  the  naviga¬ 
tion  facility  and  7  percent  to  nurricane  protection.  Because  the 
benefits  from  hurricane  protection  are  several  times  greater  than  for 
the  navigation  project,  the  Bureau  believes  that  a  more  reasonable 
alternative  would  be  to  allocate  costs  of  the  Seabrook  feature  equally 
between  the  two  purposes.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the  comment, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report 
to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — -The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  costs  for 
the  Seabrook  lock  be  allocated  equally  between  navigation  and 
hurricane  protection  which  results  in  an  additional  cost  of  $687,000 
to  local  interests  and  a  corresponding  reduction  in  the  cost  to  the 
United  States. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  apparent  conflict  between 
the  hurricane  protection  plan  and  the  location  of  Interstate  Highway 
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No.  10  has  been  resolved.  The  Seabrook  lock  feature  would  serve  both 
hurricane  protection  and  improvement  of  the  existing  Mississippi 
River- Gulf  outlet  channel.  The  recommendations  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  concerning  this  feature  are  considered  by  the  committee 
to  be  appropriate. 

Lee  Creek,  Western  Arkansas  and  Eastern  Oklahoma 

(H.  Doc.  270,  89tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Lee  Creek  watershed  lies  north  of  the  Arkansas 
River  in  western  Arkansas  and  eastern  Oklahoma.  The  basin,  about 
32  miles  long  and  averaging  about  14  miles  in  width,  comprises  an 
area  of  approximately  450  square  miles,  of  which  267  square  miles 
are  in  Washington  and  Crawford  Counties,  Ark.,  and  1S3  are  in 
Adair  and  Sequoyah  Counties,  Okla. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Flood  Control  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  May  2,  1946,  and  a  resolution  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
adopted  July  31,  1957. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  flood  control  improvements 
in  the  Lee  Creek  Basin  constructed  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  exceeding  channel  capacity  occur  on  the 
Creek  about  once  a  year;  the  flood  of  1960  inundated  about  2,500 
acres  of  agricultural  land.  Annual  damages  are  estimated  at  about 
$29,000.  The  cities  of  Fort  Smith  and  Van  Buren  are  in  need  of 
additional  supplies  of  municipal  water. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  dam  and  reservoir  at  the 
Pine  Mountain  site  on  Lee  Creek,  for  flood  control,  water  supply, 
recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Estimated  cost  ( March  1964  price  level ) 

Federal _ $10,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _ _  (*) 

Total _  10,  000,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  an  amount  estimated  at  $6,140,000  for  water  supply,  and  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife. 

Project  economics 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $345,  000 

Operation,  maintenance  and  replacement _  61,  000 


Total _  406,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  $63,  000 

Water  supply _  342,  000 

Recreation,  fish  and  wildlife _  158,  000 


Total _  563,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  first  and  annual  costs  allocated  to  water 
supply  in  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $5,940,000  and  $22,000, 
respectively;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  in  amounts  currently 
estimated  at  $200,000  and  $28,000,  respectively;  hold  and  save  the 
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United  States  free  from  water  rights  claims  resulting  from  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  project;  and  at  least  annually,  inform 
interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide  complete  flood 
protection. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal,  agencies. — 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  this  project  will  reduce  damages 
from  frequent  floods  in  the  basin  and  furnish  urgently  needed  munici¬ 
pal  water  for  the  cities  of  Van  Buren  and  Fort  Smith.  The  committee 
believes  that  construction  of  the  reservoir  would  enhance  the  recreation 
potential  of  the  Ozark  National  Forest  in  which  it  would  be  located 
and  the  Devil’s  Den  State  Park  located  upstream.  This  will  be  a 
valuable  unit  to  promote  development  of  the  resources  of  north¬ 
western  Arkansas. 


Little  Colorado  River,  Winslow,  Ariz. 
(S.  Doc.  63,  88th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  area  under  consideration  comprises  a  drainage  area 
of  26  square  miles  tributary  to  the  Little  Colorado  River  in  Coconino 
and  Navajo  Counties,  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  city  of  Winslow  in 
northeastern  Arizona. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  November  6,  1957. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers’  projects  for 
flood  control.  The  Federal  Aviation  Agency  has  constructed  a  diver¬ 
sion  levee  and  channel  above  Winslow  Municipal  Airport,  to  divert 
small  and  medium  flows  from  Ice  House  Wash  to  Rub}-  Wash.  Local 
interests  have  constructed  other  minor  channel  improvements  along 
Ruby  and  Ice  House  Washes.  These  improvements  do  not  ade¬ 
quately  control  flood  flows. 

Flood  problem. — The  washes  rising  southwest  of  Winslow  and  flow¬ 
ing  through  the  urban  and  adjacent  areas  into  the  Little  Colorado 
River  flood  plain  are  inadequate  to  carry  without  damage  the  flood- 
flows  resulting  from  the  highly  intense  rainfall  of  local  thunderstorms. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  diversion  levee  and  channel 
5.5  miles  long  extending  from  the  Winslow  Municipal  Airport  to  the 
Little  Colorado  River,  and  enlargement  of  the  Ice  House  Wash  chan¬ 
nel  along  a  2-mile  reach. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1961 ) 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal. 


-  $2,775,000 
165,  000 


Total 


2,  940,  000 


82  RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$104, 000 

0 

$8,000 

11,000 

$112, 000 
11,000 

Total _ 

104, 000 

19,000 

123, 000 
175, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way; 
accomplish  all  necessary  modifications  or  relocations  of  highways 
bridges,  utilities,  irrigation  facilities,  and  drainage  works;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  maintain  and  operate 
works  after  completion;  prevent  encroachment  upon  improved  chan¬ 
nels  and  restrictive  areas  upstream  from  diversion  levee.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arizona:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — A  serious  flood  problem  exists  at  Winslow,  and  will 
cause  greater  damage  in  the  future  because  of  the  continuing  growth 
of  the  city.  The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvements 
will  be  effective  in  ameliorating  this  problem. 

Little  Nemaha  River  and  Tributaries,  Nebraska 
(H.  Doc.  160,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  Little  Nemaha  River  is  a  right  bank  tributary  of 
the  Missouri  River  in  southeastern  Nebraska.  The  basin  has  a 
length  of  about  60  miles  and  an  area  of  885  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Flood  Control,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  June  21,  1944. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  corps  project  entirely  within 
the  basin.  A  completed  unit  of  the  Missouri  River  agricultural  levee 
project  is  located  along  the  right  bank  of  the  Missouri  River  above 
and  below  the  mouth  of  Little  Nemaha  River,  with  tieback  levees 
along  both  banks  of  that  tributary. 

Flood  problem. — The  principal  flood  problem  is  in  the  lower  segment 
of  the  basin,  where  average  annual  flood  damages  exceed  $100,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Levees  and  appurtenant  im¬ 
provements  on  Little  Nemaha  River  downstream  from  the  vicinity 
of  Brock  to  the  upstream  end  of  existing  tieback  levees,  a  distance  of 
about  20  miles.  Tributary  tieback  levees  would  be  built  along  nu¬ 
merous  tributary  streams. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963 ) 

Federal _ _ _ $1,  524,  000 

Non-Federal _  236,  000 


Total 


1,  760,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

$59, 200 

$9, 200 
4, 700 

$68, 400 
4, 700 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

59, 200 

13, 900 

73, 100 
118,200 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
operation  of  these  works,  including  those  necessary  for  ponding  of 
interior  drainage;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works;  perform  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  necessary  alterations  or  replacements  of  bridges,  roads, 
miscellaneous  utilities,  and  other  existing  improvements,  except  rail¬ 
road  bridges  and  approaches,  required  in  connection  with  these  works; 
prevent  encroachments  on  the  improved  channels  that  would  impair 
their  capacity;  maintain  and  operate  the  works  after  completion  in 
accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that  the  levees  will 
provide  protection  against  floodflows  only  slightly  greater  than  that 
experienced  during  the  flood  of  July  1958  at  Auburn.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Nebraska:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  area  to  be  protected  by  the  project  is  subjected  to 
frequent  flooding  and  damage.  It  is  noted  that  consideration  was 
given  to  various  methods  of  solving  the  flood  problem,  and  the  project 
as  recommended  is  the  most  desirable.  The  project  would  be  com¬ 
patible  with  other  developments  in  the  area. 

Little  Rock  Levee  (East  End-Fourche  Bayou),  Arkansas 
(S.  Doc.  55,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Little  Rock  is  located  on  the  south  bank  of  the  Arkansas 
River  in  the  center  of  Arkansas.  Fourche  Creek  rises  in  the  Fourche 
Mountains  about  15  miles  west  of  Little  Rock  and  flows  eastward  to 
join  the  Arkansas  River  at  Little  Rock. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  April  21,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  at  Little  Rock 
includes  about  7  miles  of  levee  and  floodwall  to  protect  the  East  End- 
Fourche  Bayou  area  at  Little  Rock  from  floods  on  the  Arkansas  River 
and  Fourche  Creek. 

Flood  problem. — About  244  acres  of  commercial,  industrial,  and 
residential  property  are  subject  to  flooding  by  impounded  runoff  from 
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Fourche  Bayou  when  the  gates  through  the  levee  are  closed  because 
of  high  stages  on  Fourche  Creek. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  45,000-gallon- 
per-minute  pumping  station  and  164  acre-feet  of  sump  storage  to 
alleviate  flooding  from  interior  runoff  within  the  leveed  area. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  July  196 4) 

Federal _  $363,  000 

Non-Federal _  95,  000 

Total _  458,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$11, 900 

0 

11,900 

$3, 100 
8,100 
11,200 

$15, 000 
8,100 
23, 100 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total- _ _ 

Annual  benefits-  Damages  prevented  _____ 

44, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation.— Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project  including  waste-disposal 
areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  provide  lands  or  easements  for  sump  areas; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  as  a  result  of  flooding 
from  ponded  interior  runoff  during  the  operation  of  the  project; 
maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion;  make  any  altera¬ 
tions  to  existing  improvements;  and  prohibit  encroachment  on  natural 
and  excavated  sump  areas  beyond  that  which  presently  exists;  and 
if  the  capacity  of  these  areas  is  impaired,  provide  promptly,  without 
cost  to  the  United  States,  substitute  sump  capacity  or  equivalent 
pumping  capacity.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness 
to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget.- — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  need  for  additional  flood 
protection  at  Little  Rock  has  arisen  since  construction  of  the  levees 
in  1950.  The  recommended  plan  would  provide  pumps  to  remove 
interior  runoff  during  high  river  stages  similar  to  that  provided  for 
other  sections  at  Little  Rock  and  prevent  flood  damages  in  an  area 
that  has  undergone  extensive  urban  development  since  construction 
of  the  levees. 


Lytle  and  Warm  Creeks,  San  Bernardino  County,  Calif. 

(S.  Doc.  53,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Lytle  Creek  rises  in  the  San  Bernardino  and  San  Gabriel 
Mountains  and  flows  about  30  miles  to  Warm  Creek  which  it  joins 
about  1  mile  upstream  from  the  Santa  Ana  River. 
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Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  August  28,  1959. 

Existing  project. — There  are  two  federally  constructed  local  flood 
protection  projects  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  These  are  the  Lytle 
and  Cajon  Creeks  channel  improvements  completed  in  1948  and  the 
Devil,  East  Twin,  and  Warm  Creeks  channel  improvements  com¬ 
pleted  in  1961. 

Flood  problem. — Rapid  urban  growth  and  the  accompanjdng  in¬ 
crease  in  storm  runoff  have  increased  the  size  of  floods  in  the  area 
and  commercial,  industrial,  and  residential  properties  in  the  overflow 
area  are  subject  to  flood  damage. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — About  3.5  miles  of  paved 
channel  along  the  East  Branch  of  Lytle  Creek;  about  1.1  miles  of 
revetted  levees  along  Warm  Creek;  levee  modifications  at  the  down¬ 
stream  end  of  the  existing  channel  on  East  Twin  and  Warm  Creeks; 
and  about  1  mile  of  revetted  leveed  channel  on  Santa  Ana  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963 ) 

Federal _ $9,  750,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  1,  650,  000 

Total _  11,400,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . _ . _ . 

$320, 000 

0 

$54, 000 
30, 000 

$374, 000 
30,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation. _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

320, 000 

84,000 

404,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

409,  000 
82, 000 
12, 000 

Land  enhancement . . . . . 

Advance  bridge  replacement.  _ _ _ _ 

Total.. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

503, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way. 
Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Perform  all 
necessary  modification  or  relocation  of  highways  and  bridges,  utilities, 
and  irrigation  and  drainage  facilities.  Maintain  and  operate  the 
works  after  construction.  Adjust  all  water  rights  claims.  Prevent 
any  obstruction  or  encroachment  that  would  reduce  the  flood-carrying 
capacities  of  the  levee  and  channel  improvements.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget.- — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  existing  improvements  prevent  about  69  percent  of 
flood  damages.  The  proposed  additional  improvements  would  in¬ 
crease  the  degree  of  protection  to  prevent  about  93  percent  of  the 
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potential  flood  damages  in  the  area.  The  improvements  are  needed 
for  protection  of  a  rapidly  growing  urban  area. 

Martins  Fork  Reservoir,  Upper  Cumberland  River,  Ivy. 

(H.  Doc.  244,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  upper  Cumberland  River  Basin,  which  contains 
1,977  square  miles,  is  that  portion  of  the  basin  which  lies  above 
Cumberland  Falls.  The  Cumberland  River  is  formed  by  the  junction 
of  Poor  and  Clover  Forks,  132  miles  above  Cumberland  Falls.  Martins 
Fork  joins  Clover  Fork  at  the  town  of  Harlan,  Ky. 

Authority. — Resolutions  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  March  19  and  June  19, 
1963,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  flood 
control  projects  in  the  Martins  Fork  Basin. 

Flood  problem. — All  reaches  of  Martins  Fork  except  for  the  extreme 
upper  reaches  have  flood  problems.  Floods  are  severe  in  the  middle 
portions  of  the  stream  and  become  disastrous  in  the  lower  reaches. 
Harlan  is  the  principal  damage  center. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  dam  and 
reservoir  on  Martins  Fork  located  at  stream  mile  14.8  in  the  interest 
of  flood  control,  water  quality  control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  July  196 If) 

Federal _ $4,  S60,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  345,.  000) 

Total _  4,  860,  000 

i  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  one-half  the  separable  costs  of  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$150, 800 
15, 000 

$11, 500 
35, 000 
2, 300 

$162, 300 
50,000 
2,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Land  productivity  loss _  _ - 

Total _ _. _ _ 

165, 800 

48, 800 

214,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

157, 800 
114,  000 
83,  800 

Waterquality _ 

Recreation...' _ _ _ 

Total _ 

355,  600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  local  interests  are  re¬ 
quired  to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  they  will  prevent  encroachment  on  downstream  channels 
to  the  extent  needed  to  provide  for  effective  reservoir  operation;  at 
least  annually  notify  interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not 
provide  complete  flood  protection;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  water  rights  claims  resulting  from  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  project;  contribute  to  the  control  of 
pollution  of  the  streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate 
treatment  or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source; 
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and  exercise,  to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against 
removal  of  streamflow  made  available  by  reservoir  storage  for  water 
quality  control.  In  accordance  with  the  Federal  water  project 
recreation  cited  above:  administer  project  lands  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind, 
or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest,  one-half  of 
the  separable  first  cost  of  the  project  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement,  the  amount  involved  currently  being 
estimated  at  $345,000;  and  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities, 
the  amount  involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $35,000  annually. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Commonwealth  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  Martins  Fork 
Dam  and  Reservoir  is  located  in  the  Appalachia  depressed  area. 
The  construction  and  operation  of  the  improvement  would  signifi¬ 
cantly  improve  the  economic  condition  of  this  region. 

Mississippi  River  and  Tributaries  (Lower) 

(H.  Doc.  308,  88th  Cong,  and  H.  Doc.  319,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  area  embraced  by  the  Mississippi  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries  project  extends  from  Cape  Girardeau,  Mo.,  to  the  Head  of 
Passes,  La.,  near  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  a  distance  of  about  1,000 
river  miles.  The  project  includes  areas  of  the  Mississippi  River 
alluvial  valley  in  the  States  of  Illinois,  Missouri,  Kentucky,  Tennessee, 
Arkansas,  Mississippi,  and  Louisiana.  The  area  comprises  about 
35,000  square  miles. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  June  12, 
1954,  other  resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees,  and  the  Flood  Control  Acts  of  July  24,  1946,  and  May  17, 
1950. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  improvements  on  the  main  stem  of 
the  Mississippi  River  from  Cape  Girardeau,  Mo.,  to  the  Head  of 
Passes,  near  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  in  Louisiana,  by  means  of  levees, 
channel  improvement  and  bank  stabilization,  control  structures,  and 
fioodways,  and  improvement  of  many  tributary  areas  afforded  flood 
protection  by  the  levees.  Project  includes  maintenance  of  a  12-foot 
navigation  channel  from  Cairo,  Ill.,  to  Baton  Rouge,  La.,  which  is  to 
be  obtained  in  connection  with  the  channel  improvement  works,  and 
four  commercial  harbors.  In  the  tributary  areas,  improvements 
include  five  reservoirs,  levees,  channel  improvements,  water  control 
structures,  and  pumping  stations  for  flood  control  and  drainage. 
Separable  improvements  of  the  project  in  the  tributary  basins  are 
administratively  subdivided  into  individual  projects,  referred  to  in  the 
report  as  “features”  of  the  comprehensive  Mississippi  River  and 
tributaries  project.  The  features  are  included  in  table  No.  1  on  page 
8  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers’  report  to  the  Senate  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  in  hearing  on  House  Document  308,  88th  Congress. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — 

(a)  Revetments  to  stabilize  the  river  banks  and  protective  works 
below  Baton  Rouge,  La.,  to  preserve  the  alinement  of  the  Mississippi 
River  below  that  point  and  protect  the  main  stem  levees  from  fore¬ 
shore  erosion. 

(b)  Levee  improvements  in  the  main  stem  levee  system  and  modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Floodway.  Levee  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  main  stem  levee  system  consist  of  raising  existing  levees 
minor  amounts  at  scattered  locations  to  meet  new  flowlines  and 
freeboard  requirements  established  by  the  most  recent  storm  and  flood 
studies  (1956).  Modification  of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Flood¬ 
way  consists  of  raising  the  present  grade  of  the  fuse  plug  at  Birds 
Point  to  60  feet  on  the  Cano  gage,  putting  the  floodway  into  operation 
at  58  feet  on  that  gage  by  artificially  crevassing  the  levee  when  neces¬ 
sary,  and  enlarging  the  remainder  of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid 
frontline  levee  to  grades  that  will  insure  protection  until  the  floodway 
is  placed  in  operation. 

(c)  Improvement  of  the  South  Bank  Arkansas  River  levees. 
These  levees  work  in  conjunction  with  the  main  stem  levee  system  and 
the  recommended  work  is  of  the  same  kind  as  that  described  for  the 
main  stem  levee  system  above. 

(d)  Improvement  of  the  South  Bank  Red  River  levees.  These 
levees  work  in  conjunction  with  the  main  stem  levee  system  and  the 
recommended  work  is  of  the  same  kind  as  that  described  for  the  main 
stem  levee  system  above. 

(g)  Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City  area:  Work  consists  of  diversion 
channels  at  Mound  City,  necessary  for  the  effective  operation  of  the 
authorized  Cache  River  pumning  plant. 

(f)  St.  Francis  Basin:  (1  j  Channel  improvements  for  Locust  Creek, 
Big  Bay  Ditch  No.  1,  Ditches  Nos.  9  and  10  in  Poinsett  County, 
and  Straight  Slough  Ditch,  Arkansas;  Varney  River,  Mo;  and  the 
Cockle  Burr  Slough-Buffalo  Creek  Area,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  and 
acquisition  of  lands  for  the  mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses. 

(2)  Improvements  in  the  Big  Lake  Fish  and  Wildlife  Refuge 
Area  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  and  flood  control; 

(g)  Lower  White  River:  Improvement  of  the  existing  local  pro¬ 
tection  levee  and  associated  drainage  works  at  Clarendon,  Ark., 
and  channel  improvements  in  the  Big  Creek  Basin. 

( h )  Boeuf  and  Tensas  Rivers  and  Bayou  Macon:  Channel  im¬ 
provements  in  Mill  and  Vidal  Baycus,  La. 

( i )  Red  River  backwater  area:  Construction  of  a  pumping  plant 
and  acquisition  of  lands  and  development  for  the  mitigation  of  fish 
and  wildlife  losses. 

(j)  West  Kentucky  tributaries:  Channel  improvements  in  Obion 
Creek  for  flood  control  and  drainage. 

(, k )  Yazoo  headwater  area:  (1)  Channel  improvements  in  Alli¬ 
gator  and  Catfish  Bayous,  Bear  Creek,  and  Whiteoak  Bayou,  and 
acquisition  of  lands  and  minor  developments  for  mitigation  of  fish 
and  wildlife  losses. 

(3)  Installation  of  water  control  structures  in  the  Will  M.  Whitting¬ 
ton  Channel  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

(1)  Yazoo  backwater  area:  Water  control  structures  in  McCann 
Bayou  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 
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( m )  Big  Sunflower  River  Basin:  Water  control  structures  for 
fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 

(n)  Lower  Mississippi  River  Delta  Region:  Four  salinity  control 
structures  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 


Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  {lower) 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

MAIN  STEM  FEATURES 


Feature 


Costs 


Construction 


Pur¬ 

pose 


Federal 


Non- 

Federal 


Total 


Annual  O.  &  M. 


Federal 


Non- 

Federal 


Total 


Channel  improvement _ 

Mississippi  River  levees  (total) _ 

(a)  General  levee  improvements _ 

( b )  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Fldwy_ 

South  bank,  Arkansas  River  levees _ 

South  bank,  Red  River  levees _ 


0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


145, 219.  0 
2, 165. 0 
(1,325.  0) 
(840. 0) 
36.0 
584.4 


5, 000. 0 


(5, 000. 0) 


145,219.0 
7, 165. 0 
(1, 325. 0) 
(5, 840. 0) 
36.0 
584.4 


3, 000. 0 


3, 000.  0 


Total  main  stem  features.. 


148, 004. 4 


5, 000. 0 


153,004.4 


3, 000. 0 


3, 000. 0 


TRIBUTARY  BASINS,  FLOOD  CONTROL  FEATURES 


Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City _ 

St.  Francis  Basin  (total) _ 

(a)  Channel  improvements _ 

( b )  Lands  in  backwater  area _ 

(c)  Improvements,  Big  Lake  area _ 

Lower  White  River  (total) _ 

(o)  Clarendon  levee _ 

(6)  Big  Creek  Basin _ 

Boeuf-Tensas-Macon _ 

Red  River  backwater  area  (total) _ 

(а)  Pumping  plant _ 

(б)  Lands  and  development,  Larto 

Lake — Jones  ville  and  Sicily 

Island _ 

West  Kentucky  tributaries  (Obion 

Creek) _ 

Yazoo  headwater  area  (total) _ 

(а)  Channel  improvements _ 

(б)  Lands  and  development,  Hillside 

Floodway _ 


0 


0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 


0 


0 

0 

0 

0 


Total  tributary  basins,  flood 
control  features _ 


48.0 
8, 362. 5 
(5, 469. 5) 
(1,955. 0) 
(938. 0) 
7, 950. 0 
(178.  0) 
(7, 772.  0) 
350.0 
7, 000. 0 
(6,  568. 0) 


45.0 
7, 760.  0 
(7, 760. 0) 


1, 900.  0 
(23. 0) 
(1, 877.  0) 


93.0 
16, 122. 5 
(13,229. 5) 
(1,955.  0) 
(938.  0) 
9,850.0 
(201.  0) 
(9, 649. 0) 
350.0 
7, 000. 0 
(6, 568.  0) 


0.5 

0.5 

84.0 

84.0 

13.5 

4 13.5 

100.0 

100.0 

(1.7) 

(1.7) 

(98. 3) 

(98. 3) 

6.0 

6.0 

110.0 

no.  6 

(432. 0) 


(432. 0) 


15.8 


15.8 


1, 906.  0 
1,317.0 
(994.  0) 


824.0 


2,730.0  _ 

1, 317. 0  18. 0 

(994. 0)  (18.  0) 


18.0 


18.0 


18.0 


(323. 0) 


(323. 0) _  4. 9  4. 9 


26,933.5 


10, 529. 0 


37,462.5 


18.0 


352.7 


370.7 


TRIBUTARY  BASINS— SPECIFIC  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  IMPROVEMENTS 


St.  Frances  Basin  (Big  Lake  area) _ . 

Yazoo  Headwater  Area  (Will  M.  Wliitt- 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

874.2 

47.5 
44.0 
137.0 
5, 068. 5 

59.8 

47.5 

44 

137 

5, 068.  5 

934.0 

95.0 
88.0 
274.0 
10, 137. 0 

8.0 

1.2 

8.0 

17.5 

251.0 

5  8.0 

1.2 

8.0 

17.5 

251.0 

Yazoo  backwater  area  (McCann  Bayou)  _ 

Big  Sunflower  Basin _ _  ..  _ 

Lower  Mississippi  Delta  region _ _  _ 

Total  tributary  basins,  F.  &  W.  L. 
improvements-  ---  - - 

6, 171.  2 

5, 356.  8 

11, 528. 0 

8.0 

277.7 

285.7 

181, 109. 1 

20,885.8 

201, 994. 9 

3, 026.  0 

630.4 

3, 656. 4 

1  Flood  control  and  navigation. 

2  Flood  control. 

2  Flood  control  and  drainage. 

4  Mitigation  of  fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  costs  charged  to  flood  control. 

»  These  Big  Lake  improvements  serve  both  the  flood  control  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes.  Total  cost  is 
§1,872,000,  total  maintenance  $21,500  ($13,500  local  for  flood  control  and  $8,000  Federal  for  fish  and  wildlife), 
c  Specifically  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. 
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Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  (lower) 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

MAIN  STEM  IMPROVEMENTS 


Feature 

Federal 

annual 

costs 

Non- 

Federal 

annual 

costs 

Total 

annual 

costs 

Annual 

benefits 

Benefit- 
cost  ratio 

C  hannel  improvement - - - - 

0 

0 

0 

(0 

0 

Mississippi  River  levees: 

(a)  General  levee  improvements _ _ _ 

0 

0 

0) 

0 

0 

(6)  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Floodway _ 

39.3 

182.8 

222.1 

250.3 

1.1 

South  bank,  Arkansas  River  levees _  _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

South  Bank,  Red  River  levees _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0) 

TRIBUTARY  BASINS,  FLOOD  CONTROL  FEATURES 


Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City _ _ _ 

1.7 

2.4 

4.1 

0 

0 

St.  Francis  Basin: 

(a)  Channel  improvements _ _ 

195.1 

70.0 

414.8 

609.9 

70.0 

1, 627. 0 

0 

0 

2.7 

0 

0 

(c)  Improvements  in  Big  Lake  area _ _ 

0 

0 

0 

Lower  White  River: 

(a)  Clarendon  levee _ 

6.3 

2.7 

9.0 

0 

0 

(b)  Big  Creek  Basin.  _ _ _ _ 

274.0 

181.8 

455.8 

793.2 

1.7 

B  oeuf-Tensas-Macon _ 

13.6 

6.0 

19.6 

253.6 

12.9 

Red  River  backwater  area: 

(a)  Pumping  plant  ..  ...  .  . . . 

249.7 

111.0 

360.7 

432.9 

1.2 

(6)  Lands  and  developments,  Larto  Lake — 

Jonesville  and  Sicily  Island _  . 

15.2 

15.8 

31.0 

0 

0 

West  Kentucky  tributaries  (Obion  Creek) .  .  _ 

67.3 

53.1 

120.4 

0 

0 

Y azoo  headwater  area: 

(a)  Channel  improvements _  ...... 

35.1 

18.0 

53.1 

114.4 

2.2 

(f>)  Lands  and  developments,  Hillside  floodway. 

11.4 

4.9 

16.3 

0 

0 

TRIBUTARY  BASINS,  SPECIFIC  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  IMPROVEMENTS 


St.  Francis  Basin  (Big  Lake  area)  _ _  _  .  _ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Yazoo  Headwater  area  (Will  M.  Whittington  Chan¬ 
nel) _ _  _  __  --  _ _ 

1.7 

2.9 

4.6 

5.8 

1.2 

Yazoo  backwater  area  (McCann  Bayou)  . 

1.6 

7.4 

9.0 

16.5 

1.8 

Big  Sunflower  Basin  (water  control  structures) _ 

4.8 

16.1 

20.9 

96.6 

4.6 

Lower  Mississippi  Delta  region _ _ __ 

179.0 

430.0 

609.0 

932.3 

1.5 

1  Main  stem  improvements:  These  features  operate  in  conjunction  with  several  other  features  to  produce 
flood  control,  navigation,  and  other  benefits.  Total  benefits  are  evaluated  for  comparison  with  the  costs 
of  all  work  completed  and  proposed.  On  this  basis  the  benefit-cost  ratio  is  7.7for  all  main  stem  features  com¬ 
bined. 

2  Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City:  This  improvement  works  in  conjunction  with  the  authorized  Cache  River 
pumping  plant.  The  economic  evaluation  therefore  must  includo  both  portions  of  work.  The  combined 
benefiit-cost  ratio  is  2.1. 

2  Lands  in  backwater  areas:  This  is  a  land  purchase  not  chargeable  to  the  work  recommended  for  authoriza¬ 
tion,  but  to  the  entire  features,  both  authorized  and  recommended  for  authorization.  Its  purpose  is  to  miti¬ 
gate  fish  and  wildlife  losses. 

4  Big  Lake  area:  Improvements  serve  both  flood  control  and  fish  and  wildlife.  Combined  annual  costs  is 
$88,000  and  includes  operation  and  maintenance  to  be  done  by  local  interests  at  a  cost  of  $13,500.  Benefit- 
cost  ratio  is  1.2. 

1  Clarendon  levee.  Not  susceptible  of  monetary  economic  evaluation;  justified  by  need  to  preserve  levee. 

8  West  Kentucky  tributaries.  (Obion  Creek):  Corps  of  Engineers  project  is  economically  inseparable 
from  project  of  Department  of  Agriculture.  Combined  annual  cost  is  $155,000,  and  combined  benefits 
$185,700;  benefit-cost  ratio  is  1.2. 


Local  cooperation. — Local  cooperation  requirements  for  the  work 
recommended  for  authorization  are  as  follows: 

(a)  Channel  improvements  and  associated  work  below  Baton 
Rouge:  None. 

( b )  (1)  General  levee  improvements  in  main  stem  levee  system: 
Provide  necessary  rights-of-way  and  borrow  areas  in  accordance  with 
section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  as  amended,  by 
subsection  (d)  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1941,  and  section  10  of  the 
act  of  December  22,  1944;  and  maintain  completed  works  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  3  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  May  15,  1928. 
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(2)  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  floodway:  Provide  modified  flowage 
easements  to  permit  operation  of  the  floodway  at  58  feet  on  the  Cairo 
gage  by  artificial  breaching  of  the  levees;  hold  and  save;  maintain 
levees  after  completion  in  accordance  with  1928  Flood  Control  Act,  as 
amended. 

(c)  South  bank,  Arkansas  Levees:  Maintain  completed  works  in 
accordance  with  1928  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended. 

(d)  South  bank,  Red  River  levees:  Maintain  completed  works  in 
accordance  with  1928  Flood  Control  Act,  as  amended. 

( e )  Cairo-Mounds-Mound  City  area:  Provide  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain  works; 
provide  interior  drainage  facilities  for  Mound  City;  provide  street 
and  highway  cifl verts. 

(/)  St.  Francis  Basin:  (1)  Channel  improvements:  Provide  lands, 
easements  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain 
works;  make  relocations  of  highway  bridges. 

(2)  Big  Lake  area:  Contribute  6.4  percent  of  the  cost  allocated 
to  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  a  contribution  estimated  at  $59,800; 
hold  and  save;  maintain  flood  control  works. 

(, g )  Lower  White  River:  Clarendon,  Ark.:  Provide  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain  works. 
Big  Creek:  All  the  foregoing,  and,  in  addition,  make  necessary 
improvements  to  highway  bridges. 

( h )  Boeuf  and  Tensas  River  and  Bayou  Macon:  Maintain  works. 

( i )  Red  River  backwater  area:  Provide  certain  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain  works. 

(j)  West  Kentucky  tributaries  (Obion  Creek):  Provide  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold  and  save;  operate  and  maintain 
works;  make  alterations  to  highway  bridges. 

(. k )  Yazoo  headwater  area:  Channel  improvements  for  flood  con¬ 
trol:  None.  Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  (Will  M.  Whittington 
Channel):  Contribute  half  the  cost  of  the  improvement,  a  contribu¬ 
tion  estimated  at  $47,500;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate  works. 

(l)  Yazoo  backwater  area  (McCann  Bayou) :  Contribute  half  the 
cost  of  improvement,  a  contribution  estimated  at  $44,000;  hold  and 
save;  maintain  and  operate  works. 

(m)  Big  Sunflower  Basin  (water  control  structures) :  Contribute 
half  the  cost  of  improvement,  a  contribution  estimated  at  $137,000; 
hold  and  save;  maintain  and  operate  works. 

( n )  Lower  Mississippi  River  Delta  region:  Contribute  half  the 
cost  of  improvement,  a  contribution  estimated  at  $5,068,500;  hold 
and  save;  maintain  and  operate  works. 

Comments  of  States  and  Federal  agencies. — The  proposed  report  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  sent  to  the  States  and  Federal  agencies  for 
comment  was  revised  to  include  consideration  of  the  comments 
received  on  that  report.  All  State  and  Federal  agencies  concerned 
were  furnished  copies  of  the  revised  report. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

State  of  Missouri:  By  letter  dated  July  28,  1961,  Missouri 
concurred  in  report.  "However,  report  recommendations  on 
local  cooperation  changed  during  processing  of  report  because 
of  change  in  administrative  policy  regarding  cash  contribution. 
Original  recommendation  involved  transfer  of  responsibilities 
between  Federal  and  non-Federal  interests  for  uathorized  and 

53-113—65 - 7 
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recommended  work.  Revised  recommendation  left  local  cooper¬ 
ation  for  authorized  work  unchanged  and  applied  requirements 
of  existing  law  and  policy  to  works  proposed  for  authorization. 
By  letter  dated  June  12,  1964,  the  State  recommended  reverting 
to  the  local  cooperation  of  the  earlier  version  of  the  report. 

State  of  Mississippi:  Unfavorable.  State  urges  further  study 
be  given  to  Yazoo  backwater  and  Big  Sunflower  River  features 
(review  report  on  Big  Sunflower  now  underway).  Objects  to 
procedures  and  criteria  used  in  determining  recommendations  of 
of  improvements  of  the  project  in  Mississippi.  In  a  letter  dated 
August  30,  1962,  the  State  commented  on  the  revised  report 
and  reaffirmed  these  objections. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Generally  favorable,  but  believed  local 
cooperation  requirements  were  too  severe.  (These  were  changed 
in  accordance  with  new  policy,  which  does  not  require  local  con¬ 
tributions  due  to  land  enhancement  benefits.)  State  also 
commented  that  improvements  were  needed  to  prevent  seepage 
in  lands  along  the  Big  Lake  Floodway  near  the  Rivervale  culvert. 
(The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  the  best  solution  to  the  problem 
is  improvement  of  the  Cockle  Burr-Buffalo  Creek  area  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  report.) 

State  of  Louisiana:  Generally  favorable,  but  states  it  is  not 
necessarily  in  agreement  with  all  details  of  the  plan.  Hopes  local 
cash  contribution  for  the  Tensas-Cocodrie  pumping  plant  will 
not  be  required.  (The  report  was  revised  in  accordance  with 
present  policy,  which  does  not  contain  this  requirement.)  Re¬ 
quests  reclassification  of  certain  fish  and  wildlife  improvements 
from  the  “enhancement”  to  “mitigation”  measures  category. 
(This  was  done  in  the  revised  report  for  several  improvements, 
including  those  in  Louisiana.) 

Commonwealth  of  Kentucky:  Favorable. 

State  of  Tennessee:  Generally  favorable.  Requests  reclassi¬ 
fication  of  certain  fish  and  wildlife  improvements  from  “enhance¬ 
ment”  to  “mitigation”  measures  category  and  inclusion  in  the 
Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project  of  additional  fish  and 
wildlife  improvements.  (These  reclassifications  were  made  in 
the  revised  Chief  of  Engineers  report.)  Desires  fish  and  wildlife 
improvements  for  Forked  Deer  and  Obion  Rivers  which  were  not 
included  in  the  report’s  recommendations.  (Subject  report 
does  not  recommend  any  improvements  for  authorization  in 
Tennessee.) 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Requested  reclassification  in 
categories  (mitigation,  enhancement,  etc.)  of  certain  fish  and 
wildlife  improvements  from  the  classifications  presented  in  the 
original  report.  Also  requested  certain  improvements  in  the 
Big  Lake  area  of  the  St.  Francis  Basin  in  addition  to  those  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  original  report.  (Report  was  revised  to  include 
these  changes.) 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  No  objection. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Recommends  that  before  report  is 
sent  to  Congress  the  corps  consult  with  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service  to  determine  whether  further  main  channel  works  (i.e., 
major  drainage  channels  in  tributary  basins)  should  be  recom- 
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mended  in  report.  Also  recommends  that  provision  be  included 
in  report  for  close  collaboration  between  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  orderly  development 
of  land  and  water  resources.  Points  out  differences  in  local  co¬ 
operation  requirement  in  recommended  works;  questions  criteria 
used  to  determine  eligibility  of  areas  for  Federal  drainage  proj¬ 
ects;  suggests  joint  consideration  with  the  corps  to  determine 
whether  various  improvements  should  be  done  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  under  Public  Law  566  or  as  a  corps  program.  (Chief  of 
Engineers  replied  that  in  view  of  the  advanced  stage  of  processing 
the  report  to  Congress,  he  believes  inclusion  of  the  letters  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  with 
the  report  should  serve  to  indicate  the  mutual  intent  of  the  two 
agencies  to  cooperate  in  the  matter.)  (Changed  conditions  since 
HD  308/88  studies  are  reflected  in  the  updating  of  estimated 
project  costs.) 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — 

1.  States  that  it  would  expect  a  reevaluation  based  on  current  price 
levels  and  conditions  before  funds  are  requested  to  initiate  construc¬ 
tion.  This  has  been  done. 

2.  (a)  Recommends  that  improvements  for  fish  and  wildlife  (listed 
in  par.  67  of  chief’s  report)  be  made  subject  to  provision  that  costs 
be  divided  equally  between  United  States  and  non-Federal  entities, 
except  for  Big  Lake  area,  covered  in  ( b )  following.  (The  Secretary 
of  the  Army  concurs  with  BOB.) 

(6)  For  Big  Lake  area,  Budget  recommends  that  non-Federal  share 
determined  as  above  be  reduced  to  reflect  benefits  to  existing  Federal 
wildlife  refuge  adjacent  to  State  area.  (The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  BOB.) 

3.  Recommends  that  acquisition  of  lands  in  Hillside  Floodway 
area  be  authorized  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes.  These  were  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  chief’s  report  as  a  mitigation  measure  as  part  of  the 
flood  control  project.  (The  Secretary  of  the  Army  concurs  with 
BOB.) 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  modification  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  and  tributaries  project  is  necessary  to  keep  pace  with  the 
growth  of  the  area  and  should  be  authorized  at  this  time.  The  views 
of  the  committee  follow  on  several  specific  matters: 

Monetary  authorization. — The  committee  considers  it  appropriate  to 
increase  the  monetary  authorization  for  this  pioject  in  accordance 
with  the  basis  established  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  which 
provides  that  “monetary  authorizations  (for  the  lower  Mississippi 
River  project)  heretofore  and  hereafter  made  available  to  the  project 
or  any  portion  thereof  shall  be  combined  into  a  single  sum  and  be 
available  for  application  to  any  portion  of  the  project.”  Provision 
for  increased  monetary  authorization  is  included  in  the  bill. 

Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Floodway. — The  floodway  is  operated  to 
permit  flows  to  pass  through  the  area  near  Cairo,  Ill.,  when  they  are 
too  great  to  be  contained  by  the  natural  river  channel.  This  operation 
preserves  and  protects  flood  control  works  and  areas  outside  the 
floodway  area,  while  inundating  lands  within  the  floodway  itself. 
Flowage  easements  for  the  existing  Birds  Point-New  Madrid  Flood¬ 
way,  and  for  other  floodways  in  the  alluvial  valley,  were  acquired  by 
the  Federal  Government.  Accordingly,  the  committee  is  of  the 
opinion  that  the  modified  flowage  easements  should  be  acquired  by 
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the  Federal  Government,  and  the  bill  authorizes  the  floodway  im¬ 
provement  on  this  basis. 

Red  River  backwater  area. — The  committee  believes  that  the  pumping 
plant  recommended  for  construction  should  be  maintained  and 
operated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  as  are  similar  pumping  plants 
of  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributaries  project.  The  bill  requires  this. 

Fish  and  wildlife  enhancement. — The  committee  notes  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concerning  division  of  costs 
for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  features,  and  the  concurrence  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  therein.  The  committee  considers  these  recom¬ 
mendations  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  cost-sharing  principles  of  the 
Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act,  and  that  they  are  appropriate 
in  this  case.  Subject  to  the  cost  sharing  thus  established,  the  com¬ 
mittee  believes  that  initial  construction  of  fish  and  wildlife  enhance¬ 
ment  features  should  be  accomplished  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

St.  Francis  River  Basin. — The  committee  believes  the  local  coopera¬ 
tion  requirement  for  the  work  recommended  for  authorization  in  the 
St.  Francis  River  Basin  should  conform  to  that  presently  applicable 
to  the  authorized  improvements  in  the  basin.  That  requirement  is 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (q)  of  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  ap¬ 
proved  July  24,  1946,  which  states:  “Modification  of  the  authorized 
project  for  the  lower  Mississippi  River  to  provide  that  the  local 
cooperation  to  be  hereafter  furnished  for  the  works  authorized  in  the 
St.  Francis  River  Basin  and  the  Yazoo  River  Basin  shall  consist  of  the 
requirement  that  responsible  local  interests  agree  to  maintain  levees 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  3  of  the  act  of  May  15, 
1928,  where  maintenance  is  required  under  existing  law.” 

Morgan  City  and  Vicinity;  Louisiana 
(H.  Doc.  167,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  Morgan  City  sector  of  the  Louisiana  coast  lies  in 
the  lower  Atchafalaya  River  Basin  about  70  miles  west  from  New 
Orleans.  It  includes  a  region  of  lowlands  and  marshes  about  30 
miles  long  containing  numerous  bayous,  artificial  canals,  and  lakes. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — A  system  of  levees  and  appurtenant  structures 
have  been  constructed  to  protect  portions  of  the  area  from  headwater 
floods  from  the  Atchafalaya  River. 

Flood  problem. — Some  of  the  existing  levees  have  been  overtopped 
by  hurricane  tides  and  severe  storm  damages  were  experienced. 
Also,  the  remaining  lowlands  are  inundated  and  suffer  extensive 
damage  to  property  during  the  periods  of  storm  tides. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  construction  of  about  6 
miles  of  new  levees  with  appurtenant  drainage  structures  for  protection 
at  Morgan  City;  and,  the  enlargement  of  21.6  miles  of  existing  levee 
and  construction  of  3.1  miles  of  new  levee  with  necessary  drainage 
facilities  for  an  area  of  about  32,000  acres  in  the  vicinity  of  Franklin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  May  1963) 

Federal _ $3,  049,  000 

Non-Federal _ _  1,400,000 


Total 


4, 449,  000 
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Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . .  ...  ...  _ 

$97, 400 

$65, 000 
10, 300 

$152, 400 
10,300 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _  _ 

Total _ _  ...  _ 

97, 400 

65, 300 

162, 700 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  .  _  ...  . . . .  ... 

351, 900 
59, 400 

Enhancement _  _ _ _ _ _  . 

Total _ _ _ _ 

411, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction;  make  alterations  to  roads,  pipelines,  cables, 
wharves,  drainage  structures,  and  any  other  facilities;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages;  contribute  in  cash  or  equivalent 
work,  as  estimated  below,  not  less  than  30  percent  of  the  total  project 
cost,  said  30  percent  to  include  the  fair  market  value  of  lands  and 
relocations  and  the  remainder  in  cash  or  equivalent  work  specifically 
undertaken  as  an  integral  part  of  the  project  after  authorization  and 
in  accordance  with  approved  construction  schedules,  the  final  deter¬ 
minations  to  be  made  after  construction  is  completed: 


Area 

Total  con¬ 
tribution 

Lands  and 

relocations 

Cash  or 
equivalent 
work 

Morgan  City: 

Subarea  A _ 

$482,  000 
35, 000 
883,000 

$482, 000 
35, 000 
635, 000 

None 

Subarea  B _ 

None 

Franklin  and  vicinity _ 

$248,000 

Provide  all  interior  drainage  and  pumping  plants  required  for 
reclamation  and  development  of  the  protected  areas;  maintain  and 
operate;  and  prevent  encroachments  on  existing  ponding  areas  unless 
substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  is  pro¬ 
vided  promptly,  without  cost  to  the  United  States.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of  coopera¬ 
tion. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  in  1957  Hurricane  Audrey 
caused  extensive  flooding  in  the  area  between  Morgan  City  and 
Franklin  and  caused  damages  of  nearly  $1  million.  Some  protection 
is  provided  by  the  levees  in  the  lower  Atchafalaya  Basin  floodway  but 
some  of  these  have  been  overtopped  by  hurricane  tides.  This  project 
will  provide  substantial  additional  protection  against  hurricane 
tides. 
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Napa  River,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  222,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Napa  River  drains  an  area  of  about  426  square 
miles  and  flows  southward  through  Napa  and  Solano  Counties  into 
San  Pablo  Bay  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1938  and  1944,  and  resolution 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  adopted  June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project 
for  flood  control.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service  has  been  authorized 
to  construct  Redwood  Creek  Dam  on  Redwood  Creek  with  a  storage 
capacity  of  about  3,000  acre-feet  for  flood  control  and  13  miles  of 
channel  improvement  along  Napa  River  from  Oakville  to  Napa, 
Calif.  The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides  for  a  channel 
100  feet  wide  and  15  feet  deep  from  Mare  Island  causeway  to  Asylum 
Slough;  thence  75  feet  wide  and  10  feet  deep  to  Napa;  and  a  turning 
basin  300  feet  wide. 

Flood  problem. — High-intensity  rainfall  produced  by  general  storms 
causes  the  river  to  overflow  its  banks  at  many  locations  causing  much 
damage.  Floods  were  responsible  for  four  deaths  between  1913  and 
1940. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Channel  enlargement  and 
clearing,  and  construction  of  levees  and  floodwalls  for  a  10.7-mile 
reach  from  Trancas  Road  in  Napa  to  the  mouth  at  San  Pablo  Bay 
and  boat-launching  ramps. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963 ) 

Federal _  $14,  950,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  100,  000 

Total _  18,  050,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _  _ _ _ _ 

$473, 500 

0 

$98,500 
114, 000 

$572,  000 
114,000 

Maintenance  and  operation..  _ _ _ 

Total _ _  _ _ 

473,  500 

212,  500 

686,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented...  .  _  ..  ..  _  ._  _ 

515, 000 
388, 000 
106, 000 

Land  enhancement _  .  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ 

Recreational  boating...  _ _ _ _  .  _.  _ 

1, 009, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  operate  and  main¬ 
tain  the  works ;  make  all  necessary  modifications  or  relocations  of  utili¬ 
ties,  highway  bridges  and  approaches,  and  highways  and  roads,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  the  railroad  bridge  and  approaches;  prevent  encroachment  on 
the  channel  works  and  ponding  areas  and  if  ponding  areas  and  capac¬ 
ities  are  unpaired,  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent 
pumping  capacity;  adjust  all  claims  regarding  water  rights;  provide 
lands,  or  rights  in  lands  necessary  to  insure  public  control  of  the  recre- 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


97 


ational  development;  where  the  appraised  value  of  such  land  amounts 
to  less  than  50  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  of  the  recreational  develop¬ 
ment,  make  additional  contributions  sufficient  to  bring  the  non-Federal 
share  to  at  least  that  level;  operate  and  maintain  the  boat-launching 
ramps,  access  roads,  parking  areas,  and  necessary  adjacent  facilities 
for  the  boat-launching  ramps,  and  assure  access  to  all  on  equal  terms. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Severe  and  frequent  flooding  occurs  in  the  Napa  River 
Basin.  The  lack  of  adequate  protective  measures,  especially  in  the 
city  of  Napa,  results  in  a  continued  threat  to  life  and  high  monetary 
losses.  The  proposed  project  is  necessary  to  relieve  this  situation. 

Neuse  River,  N.C. 

(H.  Doc.  175,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  Neuse  River  Basin,  situated  in  the  eastern  part  of 
North  Carolina,  is  roughly  oblong  in  shape,  approximately  180  miles 
long,  with  a  maximum  width  of  about  46  miles.  The  Neuse  River  is 
formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  Eno  and  Flat  Rivers,  about.  8  miles 
nortn  of  the  city  of  Durham,  and  has  a  drainage  area  of  approxi¬ 
mately  5,700  square  miles. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  of  Representatives  adopted 
June  13,  1956. 

Existing  'project. — The  only  existing  flood  control  project  of  a 
permanent  nature  constructed  on  the  Neuse  River  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  is  the  cutoff  at  Goldsboro.  This  project,  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  August  18,  1941,  consists  of  a  flood  channel 
across  two  adjoining  bends  of  the  river. 

Flood  problem. — The  Neuse  River  Basin  is  subject  to  frequent  and 
destructive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  as  a  result  of  heavy 
rainfall  from  thunderstorms,  hurricanes,  and  tropical  storms.  Flood 
damage  occurring  in  the  Neuse  River  Basin  averages  about  $1,256,000 
annually. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Recommend  construction  of 
the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  water 
supply,  water  quality  control,  recreation,  and  other  purposes.  Also, 
it  is  recommended  that  a  general  plan  of  improvement  including  12 
other  reservoirs  be  approved  as  a  guide  for  future  development  of  the 
water  and  related  land  resources  of  the  basin. 

Estimated,  cost  ( 1963  price  level) 

Federal _  1  $18,  600,  000 

Non-Federal _  (2  3) 

Total _ _ 18,  600,  000 

1  Net  cost  to  the  United  States,  $16,245,000. 

2  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  the  entire  construction  cost  allocated  to  water 
supply,  currently  estimated  at  $1,455,000. 

2  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  Yi  of  the  separable  cost  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement,  currently  estimated  at  $900,000. 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$542,  000 
75, 000 

$72,000 

45,000 

18,000 

0 

$614,  000 
120,  000 
18,000 
70,000 

Maintenance,  operation  and  replacements _ _ _ 

Economic  cost  of  land _ _ _ 

70, 000 

Total _  _ 

687,000 

135,  000 

822,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented.  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

564,000 
112,000 
195,  000 
1, 690, 000 
171, 000 

Water  supply _ _  _  _____ . . 

Low-flow  augmentation _ 

General  recreation _ _ _ _ 

Fishing _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _  _  _ 

2,732,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Prevent  encroachment  on  downstream  channels ; 
pay  the  United  States  for  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  presently 
estimated  at  $1,455,000  for  construction  and  $10,000  annually  for  oper¬ 
ation,  maintenance  and  replacements ;  and  bear  first  cost  and  annual 
costs  associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  in 
accordance  with  current  policy,  presently  estimated  at  $900,000  and 
$35,000,  respectively.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willing¬ 
ness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable  subject  to  further 
coordination  of  future  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  require¬ 
ments  prior  to  construction. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress  subject  to  further  consideration  of  questions 
raised  by  the  Department  of  Interior  concerning  (1)  the  proposed 
recreational  development  to  meet  the  future  needs  of  recreation; 
(2)  lack  of  cost  allocation  data ;  and  (3)  the  possibility  that  all  Federal 
and  non-Federal  costs  have  not  been  included  in  the  analysis. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  desirability  of  protecting 
the  flood  plains  of  the  Neuse  River  from  disastrous  flood  damage. 
The  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  would  be  an  effective  initial 
step  in  controlling  floods  and  provide  needed  water  supply,  water 
quality  control  and  recreation  in  the  basin. 

New  Bern  and  Vicinity,  North  Carolina 
(H.  Doc.  183,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Neuse  River  drains  about  5,700  square  miles  of 
eastern  North  Carolina.  The  Trent  River,  a  tributary,  joins  the 
Neuse  River  at  New  Bern.  At  New  Bern  the  Neuse  River  widens 
into  a  broad  tidal  estuary  that  empties  into  Pamlico  Sound. 

Authority. — Partial  compliance  with  the  authorization  contained  in 
Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  adopted  June  15,  1955. 
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Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  hurricane  project  in 
the  area. 

Flood  problem. — Any  sustained  strong  winds  from  the  northeast 
quadrant  on  Pamlico  Sound  cause  increased  water  levels  in  the  Neuse 
River  estuary  with  frequent  damaging  results  in  urban  and  other 
developed  areas. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement.— Construction  of  a  hurricane- 
tidal  barrier  at  the  Cherry  Point- Wilkinson  Point  site  on  Neuse  River, 
N.C.,  to  include  an  ungated  navigation  opening. 

Estimated  cost  ( 1963  price  level ) 

Federal _  $10,  400,  000 

Non-Federal _  4,  460,  000 

Total _  14,  860,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$423,  400 
500 

$181,  500 
25,000 

$604, 900 
25, 500 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

423, 900 

206,500 

630,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented: 

Present  development _ _ 

418. 700 

205. 700 
24, 400 
27, 100 

Future  development _ _ 

Recreation _ _* _ 

Total _ 

675,900 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — 

(а)  Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project; 

(б)  Bear  30  percent  of  the  total  project  cost,  exclusive  of  aids  to 
navigation,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $4,460,000,  to  consist  of  the 
items  listed  in  subparagraph  (a)  above,  and  a  cash  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $4,448,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  com¬ 
mencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportion¬ 
ment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have  been 
determined; 

(c)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works; 

(d)  Maintain  and  operate  all  the  works,  after  completion,  exclusive 
of  aids  to  navigation,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army;  and 

(e)  At  least  annually  notify  those  affected  that  the  project  will  not 
provide  substantial  reductions  in  tide  level  greater  in  height  than  that 
which  occurred  during  Hurricane  lone  in  September  1955.  Local 
interests  have  indicated  a  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  witb  these 
provisions. 
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Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the 
report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  notes  that  economic 
justification  of  the  project  requires  inclusion  of  incidental  benefits 
of  two  kinds:  (1)  Presumed  savings  in  the  cost  of  building  a  bridge 
that  the  district  engineer’s  report  indicates  is  not  now  being  seriously 
considered  by  the  State  highway  commission;  and  (2)  recreational 
use  of  the  barrier  slope,  for  which  no  provision  is  apparently  made  for 
developing  or  maintaining  access  or  supporting  facilities. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  this  project  to  be  needed  for 
hurricane  protection  at  New  Bern.  However,  the  committee  notes 
that  economic  justification  is  dependent  on  realization  of  benefits 
which,  in  turn,  are  dependent  in  considerable  part  on  actions  by  local 
interests  in  regard  to  bridge  construction  and  recreational  use  of  the 
hurricane  barrier  slope.  Accordingly,  the  committee  considers  it 
desirable  that  these  benefits  be  reviewed  carefully  in  connection  with 
the  evaluation  studies  normally  made  during  preconstruction  planning, 
taking  into  account  the  intentions  of  local  interests  at  that  time. 


Ocracoke  Island,  N.C. 
(H.  Doc.  109,  S9th  Cong.) 


Location. — Ocracoke  Island  is  a  part  of  the  North  Carolina  Outer 
Banks,  separating  Pamlico  Sound  from  the  Atlantic  Ocean. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955;  and  section  2  of  Public  Law  520,  71st  Congress,  ap¬ 
proved  July  3,  1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  beach  erosion  control  or  hurricane 
project. 

Erosion  problem. — Measures  are  needed  to  prevent  shore  erosion  and 
to  stabilize  Hatteras  Inlet  due  to  storm -driven  waves. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — For  protection  of  the  ocean 
frontage  from  hurricane  and  erosion  damage,  a  beach  fill  with  a  berm 
50  feet  wide  at  an  elevation  of  7  feet  above  mean  sea  level  in  front  of 
a  dike  with  a  top  width  of  25  feet  at  an  elevation  of  11  feet  above 
mean  sea  level,  a  feeder  beach  near  the  north  end  of  the  island,  periodic 
nourishment  for  a  an  initial  period  of  10  years,  sand  fences  and  vege¬ 
tation;  and  for  restoration  and  stabilization  of  the  Ocracoke  village 
frontage,  beach  fill  to  provide  a  berm  with  top  elevation  equal  to  that 
of  the  existing  bank,  but  not  exceeding  7  feet  above  mean  sea  level, 
vegetation  and  drainage  facilities  and  periodic  nourishment  for  an 
initial  period  of  10  years. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1962) 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$1,  636,  000 
232,  000 


Total 


1,  868,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  ...  _ _ _ 

Maintenance  and  beach  nourishment _  _ _ 

$65, 000 
192, 300 

$9,200 

9,700 

$74, 200 
202, 000 

Total . . . . .  . . 

267,300 

18, 900 

276, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented .  .  . . 

42, 400 
311,200 

Beach  recreation...  _  _ _ _ _  _  .  _ _ _  _ 

Total .  .  . 

353, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.— Contribute  the  initial  costs  of  protecting  the 
privately  owned  portion  of  the  sound  shore  of  Ocracoke  village,  a  sum 
presently  estimated  at  $88,000;  contribute  7.2  percent  of  the  initial 
costs  of  the  hurricane  piotection  features  presently  estimated  at  $69,000 
and  the  present  worth  of  future  maintenance  thereof  estimated  at 
$75,000  for  a  total  of  $144,000;  provide  all  non-Federal  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  including  borrow  areas,  necessary  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project;  accomplish  all  relocations  and  alterations  of 
sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  streets,  utilities,  and  other 
structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction;  and  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  during  the  economic 
life  of  the  project  they  will:  contribute  the  portion  of  the  periodic 

nourishment  and  maintenance  costs  of  the  privately  owned  sound 
shore  of  Ocracoke  village,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $9,700  an¬ 
nually;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  for  damages 
due  to  construction,  nourishment,  or  maintenance  of  the  projects, 
including  the  laying  of  dredge  pipelines  across  the  highways  or  across 
private  property;  and  at  least  annually  inform  interests  affected  that 
the  project  will  not  prevent  inundation  or  provide  any  substantial 
protection  from  ocean  surges  higher  in  elevation  than  those  of  the 
hurricane  of  September  14,  1944. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — The  Committee  recommends  this  project  to  prevent 
loss  of  life  and  hurricane  damage  on  Ocracoke  Island,  and  to  preserve 
these  natural  barrier  beaches  for  national  recreation  and  park  use. 

Ouachita  River,  Monroe,  La. 

(H.  Doc.  328,  88th  Cong.) 

Location—  The  city  of  Monroe  is  situated  on  the  left  bank  of  the 
Ouachita  River  in  northeastern  Louisiana,  about  70  miles  west  of 
Vicksburg,  Miss.,  and  100  miles  east  of  Shreveport,  La. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  Committees 
on  Public  Works  adopted  July  24,  1958,  and  June  3, 1959,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  the  city  of  Monroe 
provides  partial  protection  from  floods  on  the  Ouachita  River  by 
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levees  and  a  floodwall  on  the  left  bank  at  Monroe  and  the  right  bank 
at  West  Monroe.  The  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950  authorized 
partial  closure  of  a  gap  in  the  floodwall  at  Monroe  which  has  not  been 
constructed. 

Flood  problem. — During  major  floods  local  interests  construct  a 
mud-box  type  of  emergency  closure  to  prevent  flooding  through  the 
gap.  However,  there  is  a  possibility  that  an  adequate  structure  could 
not  be  constructed  in  time  or  that  it  might  fail  leaving  a  highly  de¬ 
veloped  urban  area  subject  to  flood  damages. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  a  concrete 
wall  approximately  1,890  feet  in  length,  varying  in  height  from  5  to 
7^  feet,  generally  landward  of  the  top  bank  of  the  river  to  fill  the 
existing  gap. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1962) 

Federal _ $520,  000 

Non-Federal _  400,  000 

Total _ 920,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  .  .  .  . . . . 

$15,900 

$12, 200 
1,700 

$28, 100 
1,700 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements _  _ 

Total . .  .  _ _  ...  _  ..  . 

15,900 

13, 900 

29,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented . .  _  _ 

85, 900 
10, 100 

Total.  ...  . . . .  . . . . . 

96,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  make  relocations  and  alterations  of  streets,  buildings, 
equipment,  utilities,  and  other  obstructions  made  necessary  by  the 
construction  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages;  and  maintain  and  operate.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favored  closure  of  the  gap  but  requested 
reconsideration  of  an  alternative  plan  that  would  place  the  wall 
riverward  of  the  buildings.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  advised  the 
State  that  it  is  the  general  policy  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
recommend  for  construction  those  elements  or  added  increments 
where  the  added  benefits  exceed  the  added  costs.  It  is  the  view 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  that  although  construction  of  the 
floodwall  adjacent  to  the  river  would  protect  an  additional  area 
not  protected  by  the  recommended  plan  the  additional  cost  for 
this  alternative  plan  is  greater  than  the  additional  benefits  that 
would  result,  and,  therefore,  should  not  be  recommended  to 
Congress.  However,  should  local  interests  desire  the  alternative 
plan,  and  provided  modification  of  the  existing  project  is  author¬ 
ized  by  Congress,  that  plan  could  be  constructed  if  local  interests 
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are  willing  to  pay  the  difference  in  Federal  cost  between  the 
recommended  plan  and  the  alternative  plan. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  plan  wall  close  an  existing  gap  in  the 
flood  protection  system  for  the  city  of  Monroe.  The  committee 
notes  that  as  the  need  arises  local  interests  have  provided  emergency 
closure  at  considerable  cost  and  inconvenience.  The  committee 
believes  that  authorization  and  early  construction  of  this  urgently 
needed  permanent  improvement  is  desirable. 

Pat  Mayse  Reservoir 

Authority.— Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  on  Sanders  Creek,  Tex.,  was 
authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  October  23,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  project  provides  for 
flood  control,  water  supply,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife.  The 
dam  would  be  located  about  4  miles  above  the  mouth  of  the  stream 
where  it  joins  the  Red  River  in  Lamar  County,  Tex.  The  reservoir 
would  contain  about  201,000  acre-feet  of  storage  and  would  have  an 
area  of  7,950  acres  at  top  of  flood-control  pool.  The  project  is  located 
within  the  former  Camp  Maxey  Military  Reservation. 

Problem. — In  acquiring  lands  for  the  Camp  Maxey  Military  Reser¬ 
vation  the  Federal  Government  also  acquired  existing  roads  within 
the  area.  After  the  military  reservation  was  deactivated,  the  General 
Services  Administration  began  disposing  of  lands  within  Camp 
Maxey  to  private  parties  and  various  State  and  local  public  bodies. 
While  no  permits  or  rights-of-way  were  made  available  to  the  county 
by  the  Government,  the  former  roads  were  again  placed  in  service  and 
the  Lamar  County  performed  some  reconstruction  and  maintained 
the  roads.  These  roads  have  come  to  be  regarded  as  part  of  the 
public  road  system  by  the  using  public.  The  construction  of  Pat 
Mayse  Reservoir  will  sever  FM  Highway  1499  and  will  make  access  to 
some  of  the  lands  sold  by  the  Government  less  accessible  and  increase 
the  travel  distance  to  the  county  seat  by  some  15  to  20  miles.  Since 
the  Government  owns  the  roads  in  these  areas,  it  cannot  relocate  FM 
1499  unless  special  authority  is  provided.  In  order  to  provide  for 
continuation  of  existing  traffic  it  would  be  necessary  to  relocate 
approximately  0.8  mile  of  the  road  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $310,000. 

Remarks. — Construction  of  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  will  disrupt  the 
use  of  FM  Highway  1499,  and  the  committee  believes  that  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  warrant  the  proposed  relocation.  Accordingly,  the  bill 
authorizes  this  relocation. 

Phillippi  Creek,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  156,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— Phillippi  Creek  Basin  is  in  southwest  peninsular  Florida 
and  is  within  Sarasota  County  except  for  a  small  fringe  area  in 
southern  Manatee  County. 

Authority.— Flood.  Control  Act  of  July  14,  1960. 

Existing  project.— There  are  no  Corps  of  Engineers  flood  control 
projects  in  the  Phillippi  Creek  Basin. 

Flood  problem. — Poor  drainage  and  intense  rainfall  results  in  fre¬ 
quent  flooding  over  much  of  the  Phillippi  Creek  watershed.  Thou- 
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sands  of  acres  of  low  valley  and  plainlands  flood  almost  yearly.  The 
1962  flood  covered  about  8,000  acres  of  land.  Principal  damages  occur 
to  agriculture  and  urban  development.  Salinity  intrusion  is  also  a 
problem. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Phillippi 
Creek,  Fla.,  to  provide  primary  works  for  flood  control  and  major 
drainage  by  enlargement  of  the  main  stream  and  is  major  tributary 
channels,  realinement  of  the  channel  at  U.S.  Highway  No.  41,  and 
provision  of  spillway  and  inlet  structures,  and  appurtenant  works;  all 
generally  in  accordance  with  the  plan  of  the  district  engineer  and  with 
such  modifications  thereof  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
may  be  advisable. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 

Federal _  $4,  592;  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  263,  000 

Total _  7,  855,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _________  _  _  _  _  _ 

$179, 000 
16,500 

$140, 000 

$319, 000 
16,500 
34,  800 
8,400 

Economic  loss  on  lands _ _ _  _ _ _ _ 

Maintenance,  operations  and  replacements _ _  _ _ 

34,  800 
8,  400 

Associated  costs _ _  _ _  _  _ 

Total _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ 

195,  500 

183, 200 

8,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented...  _  _  __  _  _  _ 

172, 300 
280,  900 
22, 000 

Increased  land  use  __  __  _______  _ 

Recreational  boating _ _ _ _  __  __  __  _  __ 

Total _ _  .  .  .  . 

475, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  22  percent  of  the  sum  of  the 
contract  price  and  the  costs  of  supervision  and  administration  thereof 
for  each  part  of  the  primary  work  to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $1,165,500,  to  be  paid 
either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in  installments 
prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  contribution 
to  be  determined  after  actual  costs  are  known ;  construct  and  maintain 
the  associated  works  needed  to  realize  the  benefits  made  available 
by  the  work  to  be  provided  by  the  United  States  (this  requirement 
would  not  prohibit  the  assistance  of  other  Federal  and  local  con¬ 
servation  programs  in  constructing  and/or  maintaining  lateral  drainage 
works  under  authorizations  not  connected  with  this  project);  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  necessary  new  highway  bridges,  alterations 
or  replacement  of  bridges,  roads,  miscellaneous  utilities,  and  other 
existing  improvements,  except  railroad  bridges  and  approaches; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works ;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  flood-carrying  capacity 
of  the  improved  channels;  and  operate  and  maintain  the  works  after 
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completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  except  for  the  aids  to  navigation  which  would  be  main¬ 
tained  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard.  Local  interests  are  willing  and  able 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  problems  of  poor  drainage, 
salinity  intrusion,  and  frequent  flooding  of  Phillippi  Creek  watershed. 
The  committee  believes  the  recommended  improvements  will  alleviate 
these  problems. 

Pine  Bluff  Sewer  Outfall,  Arkansas 

Authority. — The  multiple-purpose  plan  of  improvement  of  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  and  tributaries  was  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  improvement  of  the  Arkansas  River 
Basin  by  construction  of  coordinated  developments  for  navigation, 
hydroelectric  power,  flood  control,  water  supply,  and  other  purposes. 
Navigation  features  provide  for  a  channel  9  feet  deep,  widths  of  150 
feet  and  250  feet,  and  about  450  miles  long.  Waterway  will  be  canal¬ 
ized  throughout  its  length  by  18  locks  and  dams.  Lock  and  dam  No. 
4  is  being  located  on  the  Arkansas  River  about  7  miles  east  of  Pine 
Bluff;  construction  of  the  lock  and  dam  is  now  underway  with  comple¬ 
tion  planned  in  1968. 

Problem. — The  existing  Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of 
Pine  Bluff  discharges  untreated  sewage  into  the  Arkansas  River. 
Gravity  flow  is  maintained  until  the  river  stage  reaches  elevation 
193.0.  At  present,  sewage  pumping  is  required  when  the  river  stage 
exceeds  elevation  193.0  which  is  estimated  to  occur  about  18  percent 
of  the  time.  The  proposed  navigation  pool  elevation  196.0  created 
by  lock  and  dam  No.  4  would  interfere  with  the  present  outfall  100 
percent  of  the  time.  Since  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff  will  be  located  on  a 
slack  water  pool  because  of  Boyd  Point  Cutoff,  the  moving  of  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  will  adversely  affect  the  usefulness  of  the  sewage  system 
outfall  disposal  facilities  owned  by  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff. 

Plan  of  improvement. — Based  upon  total  cost  to  all  parties  concerned, 
the  most  economical  plan  of  accommodation  is  an  extension  of  the 
present  sewage  line  to  a  new  outfall  downstream  of  lock  and  dam  No. 
4  by  constructing  a  30-inch  diameter  force  (pressurized)  main  with 
pumping  plant  and  other  appurtenant  works.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
Arkansas  River  navigation  project,  local  interests  would  be  required  to 
operate  and  maintain  the  new  sewer  system. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  because  of  increased  pumping 
requirements  involved  in  the  plan,  costs  to  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff  for 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  substitute  outfall  will  be  substan¬ 
tially  greater  as  compared  with  costs  of  the  existing  outfall.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  committee  recommends  that  the  Federal  Government  reim¬ 
burse  the  city  for  the  capitalized  cost  of  this  increased  operation  and 
maintenance,  and  the  bill  so  provides. 
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Platte  River  and  Tributaries,  Missouri  and  Iowa 
(H.  Doc.  262,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Platte  River  and  its  tributaries  drain  an  area  of  2,440 
square  miles  in  southwestern  Iowa  and  northwestern  Missouri,  dis¬ 
charging  into  the  Missouri  River  a  few  miles  upstream  from  the 
Kansas  Citys. 

Authority. — The  report  is  in  response  to  resolutions  of  the  Committee 
on  Commerce  of  the  Senate,  adopted  November  3,  1943;  of  the 
Committee  on  Flood  Control  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
adopted  November  10,  1943;  and  of  the  Committee  on  Rivers  and 
Harbors  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  adopted  April  24,  1945. 

Existing  project. — Downstream  from  the  mouth  of  the  Platte  River, 
a  unit  of  the  Missouri  River  agricultural  levee  program  has  been 
completed  with  a  tieback  levee  extending  along  the  left  bank  of  the 
Platte.  Another  unit  which  will  have  a  tieback  levee  along  the  right 
bank  of  the  Platte  River  is  in  the  preconstruction  planning  stage. 
There  are  three  watershed  projects  of  the  U.S.  Soil  Conservation 
Service  in  the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  has  occurred  at  Agency,  Mo.,  and  in  the 
lower  part  of  the  basin  during  29  of  the  past  40  years.  The  flood 
of  1947  caused  damage  in  the  basin  estimated  at  $7.7  million.  Average 
annual  flood  damage  in  the  113,780  acres  of  flood  plain  in  the  study 
reaches  is  estimately  currently  at  $837,000.  A  foreseeable  need 
exists  throughout  the  basin  for  water  conservation  for  water  supply, 
water  quality  control,  and  water-based  recreation.  The  needs  are 
most  urgent  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  basin  where  an  increased 
water  supply  is  needed  at  Smith ville  and  Kansas  City,  Mo. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Smithville  Reservoir  and  im¬ 
provement  of  the  Platte  River  and  Little  Platte  River  channels. 
The  Smithville  Reservoir  woidd  provide  flood  protection  for  the  city 
of  Smithville  and  along  the  Little  Platte  and  lower  Platte  Rivers, 
would  furnish  municipal  water  supplies  for  Kansas  City  and  Smith¬ 
ville,  would  assure  water  quality  control  and  a  desirable  flow  for 
fish  and  wildlife  below  the  dam,  and  would  offer  opportunity  for  out¬ 
door  recreation.  The  Platte  River  improvement  would  include  38 
miles  of  channel  realinement  and  enlargement  from  the  mouth  up¬ 
stream  to  the  vicinity  of  Agency,  Mo.  The  Little  Platte  River 
improvement  would  involve  2.4  miles  of  channel  rectification  in  the 
vicinity  of  Smithville,  Mo. 


Estimated  cost  (196 4  price  level) 


Smithville 

Reservoir 

Charinel 

works 

Total 

Federal.  _ _  _  . .  ...  _  . 

$21, 500, 000 
0) 

$5, 389,  000 
535, 300 

$26, 889,  000 
i  535, 300 

Non-Federal...  _ _ _  _  _  _  . 

Total.  .  . . . . 

21, 500, 000 

5, 924, 300 

27, 424, 300 

1  Local  Interests  to  repay  the  cost  allocated  to  water  supply,  currently  estimated  at  $7,144,000,  and  an 
amount  currently  estimated  at  $650,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife,  a  total  of  $7,794,000. 
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Project  economics 

Reservoir: 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $855,  000 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  103,  000 


Total _ ; _ _  958,000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _ _  119,  400 

Water  quality _ _  5,  000 

Water  supply _ _ . _  359,  000 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _ _  900,  000 


Total.. _ ' _ I...... _  1,383,400 


Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ _  1.  4 

Channel  improvements: 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $235,  700 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement _  9,  400 


Total. _ _ _ _ _  245,100 

Annual  benefts:  Flood  control _  301,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio _ 1 _ _  1.  2 


Local  cooperation. — Reimburse  the  United  States  for  all  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  water  supply  storage,  currently  estimated  at  $7,144,000  for 
construction  and  $31,700  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacements;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  law,  presently 
estimated  at  $650,000  and  $20,000,  respectively;  provide  adequate 
waste  treatment  as  contemplated  under  provisions  of  law;  obtain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  water  rights  needed  for  storage 
and  use  of  the  water  for  project  purposes;  resolve  any  conflicts  in 
water  rights  necessary  to  assure  the  water  yields  required  for  effective 
operation  of  the  project;  use  the  water  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
State  and  Federal  laws;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  storage  and  withdrawal  of  water  by  users;  provide 
the  usual  legal  requirements  of  local  cooperation  in  connection  with 
the  channel  improvement  work,  including  the  provision  to  prevent 
encroachments  on  the  improved  channels  that  would  impair  their 
capacities. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

State  of  Missouri :  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  projects  will  protect  against  the 
frequent  flooding  which  occurs  on  the  agricultural  lands  in  the  lower 
basin  and  the  towns  of  Smith ville  and  Agency.  Furthermore,  the 
recommended  Smithville  Reservoir  provides  an  important  source  of 
municipal  and  industrial  water  to  serve  the  adjacent  north  Kansas 
City  area  and  the  convenient  location  to  this  urban  area  will  make 
the  reservoir  attractive  to  meet  the  needs  for  water-based  recreation. 
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The  committee  believes  this  project  is  important  to  continued  devel¬ 
opment  of  Metropolitan  Kansas  City. 

Rahway  River,  N.J. 


(H.  Doc.  67,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  Rahway  River  Basin  is  in  northeastern  New  Jersey 
within  the  Greater  New  York  City  metropolitan  area. 

Authority.  Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate,  adopted  September  14,  1955,  and  item  in  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1948. 

Existing  project—  There  are  no  existing  Federal  improvements  for 
flood  control  m  the  basin.  The  town  of  West  Orange  and  the  city  of 
Orange  in  cooperation  with  the  Works  Progress  Administration  built 
channel  and  culverts  on  the  east  branch  at  a  cost  of  about 
$25U,0U0.  On  both  the  mam  stream  and  tributaries,  local  interests 
have  made  numerous  improvements  including  channel  widening,  deep- 
ening  and  paving;  wall  construction;  detention  basins;  and  have 
established  park  areas  in  flood  zones. 

Flood  problem— Flooding  on  the  Rahway  River  is  an  annual  occur¬ 
rence  on  the  average.  Floods  can  be  either  fluvial  in  the  upstream 
reaches  or  tidal  in  the  lower  river,  or  both  in  rare  instances.  Recur¬ 
rence  of  the  highest  floods  of  recent  record  would  cause  damages  esti¬ 
mated  at  over  $1,250,000.  Over  50  percent  of  these  damages  would 
be  incurred  on  the  east  branch  at  South  Orange. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement— Local  flood  protection  works  at 
South  Orange  on  the  east  branch  of  the  Rahway  River  consisting  of 
channel  enlargement,  construction  of  floodwalls,  levees,  a  short  flSme 
section  reconstruction  of  four  highway  bridges  with  appurtenant  road 
i  econstiuction  and  miscellaneous  interior  drainage  facilities. 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1961) 


Total.. 


$1,  514,  000 
493, 000 

2,  007,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization 

$57, 400 

$18, 700 
3,000 

$76, 100 
3, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation 

Annual  benefits:  Damaged  prevented 

57, 400 

21,  700 

79, 100 
109, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local,  cooperation.— Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
pioject;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  comple¬ 
tion  m  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army;  make  at  their  own  expense  all  necessary  changes  to  highways, 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


109 


highway  bridges  and  approaches,  utilities,  and  miscellaneous  existing 
improvements;  protect  the  channels  and  other  flood  control  works 
from  future  encroachment  or  obstruction  that  would  reduce  their 
flood-carrying  capacity;  and  control  development  of  the  fringe  areas 
not  protected  by  the  proposed  improvement  with  a  view  to  preventing 
an  undue  increase  in  the  flood  damage  potential.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  arid  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  recurrence  of  the  highest 
floods  of  recent  record  would  cause  damages  estimated  at  over 
$1,250,000  and  that  over  50  percent  of  these  damages  would  be 
incurred  on  the  east  branch  at  South  Orange.  The  proposed  improve¬ 
ments  at  South  Orange  are  urgently  needed. 

Roseau  River,  Minn. 

(H.  Doc.  282,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— Roseau  River  Basin  is  in  northwestern  Minnesota  and 
southcentral  Manitoba,  Canada. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Acts  of  1936  and  1944. 

Existing  project. — The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  not  constructed  any 
projects  in  the  basin.  Canadian  interests  have  constructed  a  floodway 
and  channel  control  works  which  prevent  overbank  flooding  of  agri¬ 
cultural  lands  contiguous  to  the  river  along  a  15-mile  reach  imme¬ 
diately  downstream  from  the  international  boundary.  In  Minnesota, 
State  and  local  agencies  have  constructed  an  extensive  network  of 
ditches  and  have  done  limited  channel  enlarging  and  straightening 
in  a  40-mile  reach  of  Roseau  River  upstream  from  the  boundary. 
In  the  early  1950’s  the  State  of  Minnesota  and  the  Province  of 
Manitoba  cooperated  in  developing  the  Roseau  River  game  refuge 
and  hunting  grounds  at  a  cost  of  $506,000. 

Flood  problem.- — Flooding  in  the  Roseau  River  Basin  is  especially 
severe  when  snowmelt  is  a  factor.  The  largest  flood  of  record  occurred 
in  the  spring  of  1950  and  caused  extensive  damages  to  both  agricultural 
and  urban  developments.  Eighty-five  thousand  acres  of  farmland 
were  flooded.  Under  existing  conditions,  average  annual  flood 
damages  in  the  Roseau  River  flood  plain  are  estimated  at  $483,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  Chief  of  Engineers  recom¬ 
mends  channel  improvement  and  auxiliary  levees  from  Roseau  to  the 
international  boundary,  and  the  furnishing  of  funds  to  Canada  for 
construction  of  the  necessary  remedial  works  in  that  country  presently 
estimated  at  $380,000. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  May  1963) 

Federal _  $2,  550,  000 

Non-Federal _  394,  000 

Total _ _  2,  944,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  __  _  _  _  .  .  _  _ 

$99,200 

$16,300 

8,000 

$114, 500 
8,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _  _  .  _  _ 

99,200 

23,300 

122,500 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  _ _ 

321,400 

7,200 

Deduct  detriment,  F.  <fc  W.L  ..  .  _ 

Total.  .  .  . . .  . 

314, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  construction  of  the 
project;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  relocations  and 
local  betterments  required  for  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  project  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  prevent  encroach¬ 
ment  on  the  improved  Roseau  River  Channel  in  the  United  States; 
construct  and  maintain  at  their  own  expense  the  associated  drainage 
works  needed  to  effectively  use  and  realize  the  benefits  of  the  improved 
major  channel;  and  organize  a  properly  constituted  legal  entity  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  for  cooperation  with  the  United  States  in  pro¬ 
viding  the  required  local  cooperation  including  the  necessary  asso¬ 
ciated  drainage  works.  Local  interests  are  willing  and  able  to  meet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  concurs  in  the 
recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  plan  for  the 
Roseau  River  be  modified  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to 
adjust  the  cash  contribution  required  of  local  interests  to  such  amount 
as  is  recommended  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  approved  by  the 
President,  such  adjustment  to  be  made  at  the  earliest  practicable  date. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  the  requirement  for  construction 
of  necessary  remedial  works  in  Canada  presently  estimated  at  $380,000. 
The  committee  notes  the  relatively  minor  drainage  problem  in  the 
flood  plain  and  the  contribution  to  the  flood  problem  of  runoff  from 
areas  outside  the  flood  plain.  The  committee  considers  that  cost 
sharing  determined  in  accordance  with  the  usual  requirements  for 
local  flood  protection  projects  to  be  appropriate.  The  committee 
accordingly  recommends  authorization  of  the  project  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
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San  Diego  River  (Mission  Valley),  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  212,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  San  Diego  River  Basin  is  435  square  miles  in  area. 
It  flows  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  about  20  miles  north  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  boundary  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico.  Mission 
Valley  is  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  basin,  extending  from  river  mile 
3  to  13. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution,  June  3, 
1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  on  the  San  Diego 
River  consists  of  rock-revetted  levees  extending  from  the  mouth  to 
river  mile  3.3. 

Flood  problem. — Floods  in  Mission  Valley  cause  damage  to  transpor¬ 
tation  facilities,  agricultural  land  and  improvements,  business  and 
industrial  property,  utilities,  and  residential  and  public  property. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  rectangular 
concrete  channel  on  San  Diego  River  with  rectangular  concrete 
sections  on  the  downstream  reaches  of  the  tributary  streams. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1963) 

Federal _  $14,  600,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  7,  700,  000 

Total . . . . . . .  22,  300,  000 

1  Includes  $1,900,000  cash  contribution. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . 

$462,000 

0 

0 

$244,000 
45, 000 
98,000 

$706, 000 

45,  000 
98,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _  _ _ 

Loss  of  land  productivity _ _ _  -  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

462,  000 

387, 000 

849,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  _  _  -  _ 

686,000 
377, 000 

Increased  land  utilization _ _ _  _ _  ___ 

Total _ _ - _ _ _ _  _ 

1, 062, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation.— Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save;  maintain  and 
operate;  accomplish  all  necessary  construction  or  relocation  of  high¬ 
ways,  roads,  bridges,  utilities,  and  storm  drains;  contribute  in  cash 
11.5  percent  of  construction  cost,  presently  estimated  at  $1,900,000, 
for  land  enhancement  benefits;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved 
channels. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  flood  hazard  in  Mission  Valley 
along  the  San  Diego  River  and  recommends  authorization  of  the 
proposed  works.  The  committee  also  notes  that  local  interests  desire 
to  construct  the  recommended  project  works  in  Murphy  Canyon  in 
connection  with  a  proposed  sports  stadium  prior  to  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction  of  the  project  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  in  return  for 
such  construction  receive  credit  toward  their  required  local  cash 
contribution.  The  committee  considers  that  the  public  interest  will 
be  served  if  the  works  are  constructed  to  the  standards  and  criteria  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  committee  recommends  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  be  authorized  to  credit  local  interests  against  their 
required  cash  contribution  to  the  project  for  such  works  accomplished 
after  the  date  of  project  authorization  if  he  approves  of  such  work  as 
being  in  accordance  with  the  project  as  otherwise  authorized. 


Sandy  Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois,  Pa. 
(H.  Doc.  185,  89th  Cong.) 


Location. — Du  Bois  is  located  on  both  sides  of  Sandy  Lick  Creek  in 
Clearfield  County,  Pa.  Sandy  Lick  Creek  rises  in  Clearfield  County 
and  flows  into  Redbank  Creek,  which  is  tributary  to  the  Allegheny 
River. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  7,  1954,  and  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution 
adopted  March  30,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project  at 
Du  Bois,  Pa. 

Flood  problem. — Severe  flooding  along  Sandy  Lick  Creek  in  the  vi¬ 
cinity  of  Du  Bois  causes  considerable  damage  to  railroads,  highways, 
industrial  plants,  churches,  schools,  recreation  areas,  and  commercial 
development.  Nine  bridge  crossings  exist  in  the  reach  recommended 
for  improvement.  Appreciable  damages  have  been  experienced  due 
to  floods  despite  local  protection  measures. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Improvement  of  Sandy  Lick 
Creek  for  flood  control  by  channel  deepening,  widening,  and  straight¬ 
ening,  together  with  necessary  railroad  and  highway  bridge  replace¬ 
ment.  Relocations  would  include  railroad  tracks,  city  streets,  and 
sewer  and  utility  lines,  beginning  at  a  point  on  Sandy  Lick  Creek 
approximately  1  mile  below  the  downstream  city  limits  and  extending 
almost  4  miles  to  the  upstream  city  limits  at  Shaffer  Road  Bridge. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1963 ) 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$1,  654,  000 
408,  000 


Total 


2,  062,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  ...  .  _  . 

$66, 100 

$16, 300 
7, 000 
900 

$82, 400 
7,000 
900 

M aintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ 

Land  productivity  loss .  . .  .  .. 

Total _ _ _ 

66, 100 

24, 200 

90,300 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ 

80, 100 
21,400 

Area  redevelopment _ 

Total _ 

101, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — With  Area  Redevelopment  benefits  1.1;  without 
Area  Redevelopment  benefits  0.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  borrow  and  spoil-disposal  areas 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project;  bear  the  cost  of  private 
highway  bridge  replacement,  road  relocations,  railroad  track  shifts, 
electrical,  communication,  sewer,  water,  gas,  oil,  and  other  utility 
alterations  required  for  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  establish  and  enforce 
channel  limit  fines  to  prevent  encroachment  on  the  improved  channel; 
maintain  and  operate  the  project  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  at  least 
annually  notify  interests  affected  that  the  project  will  not  provide 
complete  flood  protection.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Pennsylvania:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  flood  protection  proj¬ 
ect  proposed  for  Du  Bois  is  urgently  needed.  The  committee  notes 
that  the  justification  for  the  work  is  marginal  but  recommends 
authorization  in  view  of  the  nature  of  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
community  and  the  fact  that  it  is  located  in  the  Appalachia  depressed 
area. 

Saw  Mill  River  and  Tributaries,  New  York 
(H.  Doc.  258,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Westchester  County,  N.Y.,  in  the  metropolitan  area  of 
New  York  City. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  Senate, 
adopted  September  14,  1955,  two  resolutions  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  Senate,  adopted  November  14,  1955,  and  two  resolu¬ 
tions  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of  Representatives, 
adopted  June  13,  1956. 

Existing  project. — No  existing  Federal  improvement  for  flood 
control. 

Flood  prohlem- — Flooding  in  the  basin  is  annually  and  is  estimated 
at  $225,000.  Damages  from  the  maximum  flood  of  record,  October 
1955,  are  estimated  to  be  $1,714,000  under  present  conditions. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvements  for  flood  control 
on  Saw  Mill  River  at  Yonkers,  N.Y.,  consisting  of  channel  clearing, 
enlargement,  and  straightening;  construction  of  a  concrete  flume  in 
restricted  areas;  floodwalls,  levees,  drainage  structures,  and  ponding 
areas;  bridge  modifications  or  replacements;  and  a  railroad  closure 
structure. 

Estimated,  cost  ( 1964  price  level ) 

Federal _  $1,  924,  300 

Non-Federal _  370,  700 

Total _  2,  295,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ 

$76, 500 

$14,800 

7,000 

$91,300 

7,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _ _ 

76,500 

21,800 

98,300 

173,000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _  _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  including  borrow,  ponding, 
and  waste-disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate  all  the 
works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  alterations,  relocations,  and  necessary  replacements  of  existing 
facilities,  including  bridges,  highways,  sewers,  including  those  storm 
sewers  and  drains  required  to  convey  interior  drainage  to  improved 
channels  or  ponding  areas,  utilities,  and  railroad  modifications  and 
relocations  other  than  bridges  and  bridge  approaches,  which  may  be 
required  for  construction  of  the  project;  protect  the  channel  and 
other  flood  works  from  future  encroachment  or  obstruction,  including 
waste  disposal,  which  would  reduce  or  otherwise  impair  their  flood¬ 
carrying  capacity,  or  provide  a  pumping  station  or  additional  gravity 
outlets,  as  appropriate,  to  compensate  for  any  loss  in  ponding  area 
effectiveness  due  to  the  modification  of  or  encroachment  upon  such 
areas;  take  appropriate  measures  to  control  development  in  partially 
protected  areas  and  fringe  areas  not  included  in  the  project  with  a 
view  toward  preventing  an  undue  increase  in  the  flood  damage  po¬ 
tential;  and  at  least  annually  notify  those  affected  that  flooding  will 
still  be  possible  from  large  floods.  Local  interests  are  willing  and 
able  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  damages  from  a  repetition  of 
the  maximum  flood  of  record  would  cause  damages  estimated  to  be 
$1,714,000  under  present  conditions,  and  considers  that  this  project 
is  urgently  needed. 
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Scotts  Creek,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  259,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Scotts  Creek,  a  principal  tributary  to  Clear  Lake,  is 
located  in  the  Coast  Ranges  in  northern  California. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  May  29,  1946. 

Existing  projects. — The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  constructed  a  levee 
along  the  lower  left  bank  of  Scotts  Creek.  Local  interests  have 
constructed  low,  discontinuous  levees  along  Scotts  Creek  through 
Scotts  Valley  and  the  canyon  reach  below  the  valley. 

Flood  problem. — There  are  about  2,600  acres  of  land  in  the  flood 
plain  along  Scotts  Creek.  Some  flooding  generally  occurs  each  year. 
In  addition  to  the  flood  damages  produced  in  Scotts  Valley  and  in 
the  canyon  reach,  Scotts  Creek  floodflows  contribute  to  damages, 
around  Clear  Lake.  There  is  also  need  for  additional  development 
of  the  water  resources  for  water  supply  and  recreational  purposes. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — -Construction  of  a  multiple- 
purpose  dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control,  water  supply,  irrigation, 
and  recreation,  and  downstream  channel  improvements  and  levees. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  July  196S ) 

Federal _ 1  $9,  360,  000 

Non-Federal _  260,  000 

Total _  9,  620,  000 

1  Of  this  amount  $2,600,000,  $1,444,000,  and  $290,000  reimbursable  by  local  interests  for  water  supply, 
irrigation,  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  and  recreation,  respectively. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization ...  _  _  .... 

$321,000 

1  37, 000 

$12, 000 

2  73, 000 

$333, 000 
110,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _ 

Total.  .  . . 

358, 000 

85, 000 

443, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damage  prevention . . . 

111,  000 
46,000 
160, 000 
98,000 
145, 000 

Land  enhancement _  _  __  _  _ _  _  _ 

Water  supply _  _ _ _ _ _ 

Irrigation. . .  .  .  _ 

Recreation... _ _ _ _ 

Total..  ..  .  . 

560, 000 

1  Includes  $13,000  and  $5,000  reimbursable  by  local  interests  for  water  supply  and  irrigation. 

1  Includes  $23,000  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  and  recreation  which  would  be  a  non-Federal 
responsibility. 


Benejit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Make  arrangements  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  for  repayment  of  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  and  irriga¬ 
tion;  furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  repay  one-half  of 
the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement;  bear  all  costs  of  and  assume  responsibility  for  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
lands  and  facilities;  make  necessary  relocations  and  alterations  to 
roads  and  bridges;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
prevent  encroachment  of  any  type  that  would  impair  effectiveness 
of  project  works;  operate  and  maintain  the  completed  levee  and  chan- 
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nel  improvements;  preserve  or  restore  and  maintain  to  capacities 
prevailing  in  1963  the  other  channels  of  Scotts  Creek  from  the  dam- 
site  downstream  to  Middle  Creek. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  that  the  recommended  reservoir 
and  channel  works  will  provide  needed  multiple-purpose  improvements. 

Shidler  Reservoir,  Salt  Creek,  Okla. 

(H.  Doc.  242,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Salt  Creek  is  a  tributary  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  north- 
central  Oklahoma. 

Authority. — Section  4  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  August 
18,  1941,  and  also  a  resolution  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  February  21,  1958. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  flood  control  project  on  Salt 
Creek. 

Flood  problem. — Annual  flood  losses  are  estimated  to  average 
$86,600.  There  is  a  need  for  a  dependable  source  of  water  supply  for 
municipal  and  industrial  purposes  and  for  water  quality  control. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  multiple-purpose  reservoir  on 
Salt  Creek  near  Shidler,  to  serve  the  purposes  of  flood  control,  water 
conservation,  and  recreation. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1963) 

Federal _ $6,  150,  000 

Non-Federal _  0) 

Total _  6,  150,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  repay  an  estimated  $967,000  for  water  supply  and  $119,000  for  recreation  and 
fish  and  wildlife. 

Project  economics 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ $200,  200 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  recreation _  57,  800 


Total _  258,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  131,  300 

Water  supply _  51,  500 

Quality  control _  28,  500 

Recreation _  92,  000 


Total _  303,  300 


Benefit-cost  ratio. —1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Reimburse  the  United  States  for  all  costs 
allocated  to  water  supply  storage,  currently  estimated  at  $967,000  for 
construction  and  $11,000  annually  for  operation,  maintenance,  and 
replacements;  bear  first  and  annual  costs  associated  with  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance  with  current  policy, 
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presently  estimated  at  $119,000  and  $13,600,  respectively;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  from  water  rights  claims;  keep  local  interests 
advised  that  the  reservoir  will  not  afford  total  flood  protection.  Local 
interests  indicate  willingness  to  meet  all  the  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
commented  that  the  interests  of  the  Osage  Indians  could  be 
adversely  affected  by  the  project;  and,  that  the  plan  does  not 
provide  adequately  for  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  assured  the  Secretary  that  planning  and 
construction  activities  will  be  coordinated  with  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs  to  insure  fair  and  equitable  adjustments  for  dam¬ 
ages  and  adverse  effects  attributable  to  the  project:  also,  that 
while  much  study  was  given  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
aspects  of  the  proposed  project,  these  values  will  be  reexamined 
prior  to  construction. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service :  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oklahoma:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
pointed  out  that  a  significant  portion  of  the  benefits  from  the  flood 
control,  recreation,  and  conservation  functions  of  the  proposed 
reservoir  would  not  be  derived  for  many  years,  and  accordingly,  that 
the  project  is  substantially  justified  on  the  basis  of  expected  future 
requirements.  Accordingly,  the  Budget  expects  that  prior  to  con¬ 
struction  the  conservation  and  flood  control  benefits,  in  particular, 
would  be  critically  examined. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  local  interests  strongly  desire 
the  project  and  have  agreed  to  pay  all  costs  assigned  to  them,  including 
costs  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in  accordance 
with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act.  The  committee  finds 
the  project  justified  on  the  basis  of  established  plan  formulation 
criteria  and  notes  that  pursuant  to  his  usual  practice  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  will  reexamine  the  project  benefits  prior  to  construction. 

Skunk  River-Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Iowa 
(H.  Doc.  267,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Skunk  River  extends  from  the  center  of  Iowa  to  its 
southeastern  corner.  Ames  Dam  site  is  on  Skunk  River  about  5  miles 
north  of  the  city  of  Ames. 

Authority.-— House  and  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions 
adopted  December  18,  1945,  and  June  1,  1948,  respectively.  (This 
is  an  interim  report  in  response  to  the  above  authority.) 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  flood  control  projects  in 
the  basin. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  on  the  Skunk  River  has  occurred  at 
frequent  intervals  and  has  resulted  in  extensive  damage  to  crops  and, 
to  a  lesser  extent,  rural  property.  The  most  severe  flood  occurred  in 
May  1944  and  resulted  in  damages  of  more  than  $4.4  million.  Aver¬ 
age  annual  damages  in  the  Skunk  River  Basin,  exclusive  of  the  North 
Skunk  River,  are  estimated  at  $1,357,500. 
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Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  and  operation  of 
a  dam  and  reservoir  on  Skunk  River  at  the  Ames  site  about  5  miles 
upstream  from  Ames,  Iowa,  for  the  purposes  of  flood  control,  water 
quality  control,  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  recreation,  and 
fish  and  wildlife,  and  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  be  authorized  to 
participate  in  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  transportation 
and  utility  facilities,  particularly  Interstate  Highway  No.  35  and 
adjuncts,  in  advance  of  project  construction  as  required  to  preserve 
such  areas  from  encroachment  and  avoid  increased  cost  for  relocations. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  November  196 If) 

Federal _  $12,  893,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ _  (') 


Total _  2  12,  893,  000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  yi  of  the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en- 
hancement  currently  estimated  at  $300,000. 

2  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $12,593,000. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  ....  .  _ _ 

$426, 000 
38,000 

$10, 000 
10, 000 
82, 000 

$436, 000 
48,000 
82,000 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacements . .  . 

Production  loss  on  lands _ _  .  _ _ 

Total  ....  .  .  . . . 

464,000 

102, 000 

566,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _ _ _ _ 

491,000 
186, 000 
18,000 
29, 000 
172,000 

Water  quality  ...  _  _  . .  ...  .  .  _ 

Water  supply..  .... _  _ 

Fish  and  wildlife . . . . . 

Recreation...  . . .  .  . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

896,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  local  interests  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will 
administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may 
be  through  user  fees),  with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  costs  of 
the  Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  enhancement,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $300,000, 
provided  that  greater  participation  under  the  same  terms  is  permis¬ 
sible  as  may  be  agreed  upon;  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance, 
and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities, 
such  costs  presently  estimated  at  $10,000  annually;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  water  rights  claims  resulting 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  project;  and  exercise,  to  the 
full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of  stream- 
flow  made  available  for  water  quality  control. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Iowa:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection.  However, 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concurs  in  the  recommendation  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  water  supply  be  deleted  as  a  project  purpose. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  urgency  of  authorizing  this 
project  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  Interstate  Highway 
No.  35  to  avoid  costly  relocations  later.  The  committee  agrees  that 
the  extent  of  distant  future  use  for  water  supply  is  speculative  and 
that  it  is  not  necessary  to  designate  water  supply  as  a  project  purpose 
at  this  time.  Adjustments  to  serve  this  purpose  can  be  made  in  the 
future  as  need  arises  and  justification  is  demonstrated,  in  accordance 
with  standards  then  in  effect. 

Sonoma  Creek,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  224,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Sonoma  Creek  rises  in  the  Coast  Range.  It  flows  in  a 
generally  southeasterly  direction  and  empties  into  San  Pablo  Bay 
about  10  miles  west  of  Vallejo,  Calif.  The  creek  drains  an  area  of 
about  160  square  miles. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  adopted 
March  16,  1954,  and  June  13,  1956. 

Existing  'project. — -There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  flood 
control.  Some  levees  have  been  constructed  by  local  interests. 
Emergency  channel  work  and  levee  repairs  under  Public  Law  875, 
81st  Congress,  and  Public  Law  99,  84th  Congress,  were  accomplished 
by  the  corps  following  the  1955  flood. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  in  the  basin  is  caused  by  intense  short- 
period  rainfall  occurring  within  a  longer  duration  storm.  Damages 
are  caused  by  inundation  and  bank  erosion  and  accrue  to  com¬ 
mercial,  industrial,  residential,  and  agricultural  areas. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  about  15 
miles  of  channel,  levee  reconstruction  and  extension,  provision  of 
facilities  for  draining  pondage,  and  modification  of  a  railroad  bridge 
and  a  highway  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  {-price  level  of  July  1 963) 

Federal _  $9,  400,  000 

Non-Federal _  640,  000 

Total _  10,040,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$374, 000 

0 

$25, 000 
35, 000 

$399,  000 
35, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

374, 000 

60, 000 

434, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Flood  damages  prevented _ 

289, 000 
35, 000 
167, 000 

491, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way, 
including  ponding,  borrow,  and  spoil-disposal  areas.  Hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works. 
Accomplish  all  modifications  or  relocations  of  existing  utilities,  roads 
and  bridges,  except  railroad  bridges.  Maintain  and  operate  all  the 
works  after  completion.  Prevent  encroachment  on  the  flood  channels 
and  ponding  areas.  Adjust  all  claims  concerning  water  rights  arising 
from  construction  and  operation  of  the  improvement.  Strengthen 
and  maintain  those  local  levee  sections  on  the  tributaries  which  will 
be  retained  in  effect  as  extensions  of  the  Federal  levees  to  such  stand¬ 
ards  as  may  be  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  assure  the  degree 
of  protection  contemplated  for  the  Federal  project.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Flood  damages  and  bank  erosion  from  recurrent  floods 
warrant  protection  for  the  urban  and  agricultural  areas  of  the  basin. 
The  committee  notes  that  an  area  for  ponding  is  to  be  provided  by 
local  interests.  It  is  of  concern  to  the  committee  that  the  assurances 
of  local  interests  with  regard  to  ponding  areas  remain  in  force  over 
the  life  of  the  project  and  that  encroachment  upon  ponding  areas  not 
be  permitted. 

St.  Francis  River,  Drainage  District  No.  7,  Poinsett  County, 

Ark. 

(S.  Doc.  57,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  St.  Francis  River  rises  in  southeastern  Missouri 
and  flows  in  a  southerly  direction  through  eastern  Arkansas.  Drain¬ 
age  District  No.  7  is  located  about  35  miles  northwest  of  Memphis. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  June  27,  1960. 

Existing  projects. — Improvements  that  are  part  of  the  project  for 
the  St.  Francis  River  Basin  located  partly  or  entirely  within  Drainage 
District  No.  7  consist  of  levees  forming  the  St.  Francis,  Big  Lake  and 
Oak  Donnick  Floodways;  the  Marked  Tree  siphon;  and  Tulot  ditch. 
All  of  these  works  have  been  completed. 

Flood  problem. — Erosion  in  ditch  No.  61  threatens  to  make  a  channel 
into  the  St.  Francis  Lake  capable  of  passing  the  entire  low  flow  of  the 
St.  Francis  River  through  the  floodway,  thus  bypassing  the  Marked 
Tree  siphon  and  lower  St.  Francis  River.  This  would  destroy  the 
lake  resulting  in  the  loss  of  highly  productive  habitat  for  sport  and 
commercial  fishery  and  wintering  waterfowl.  The  increased  flow 
in  the  floodway  ditches  adjacent  to  the  floodway  levee  would  accelerate 
erosion  and  possibly  breach  the  levee.  Failure  of  the  levee  would 
result  in  flooding  more  than  400,000  acres  of  highly  productive  agricul¬ 
tural  land  in  the  lower  St.  Francis  River  Basin. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  gated  control 
structures  at  the  entrance  to  the  Oak  Donnick  Floodway;  ditches  in 
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the  Oak  Donnick  Floodway;  and  deletion  of  the  authorized  paved 
inlet  at  the  head  of  Cross  Country  ditch. 


Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  June  1964) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Construction  cost: 

Control  structures . ...  .  .  _  .  ._ 

Ditches.. . _  ...  ...  ..  .....  . 

$940, 000 
812, 000 

$2,000 

0 

$942, 000 
812, 000 

Total _  _ _  _  _ 

1, 752,  000 
-380,000 

2,000 

1, 754, 000 
-380,000 

Authorized  work  to  be  deleted:  Paved  inlet _  . 

Net  increase  in  cost  to  M.R.  &  T.  project.  .  . . 

1, 372,  000 

2,000 

1, 374, 000 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Control  structures: 

Interest  and  amortization . 

$29, 800 
1,200 

$100 
1, 700 

$29, 900 
2,900 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _  .  _. 

Total.  .  .  . .  ..  .  . 

31,000 

1,800 

32,800 

Ditches: 

Interest  and  amortization  ________  _  _  _  _  _  _ _ 

26,500 

0 

0 

4, 700 

26, 500 
4, 700 

Maintenance  and  operation.. _ _ 

Total...  _  ...  _ _ _  .. 

Lower  St.  Francis  River  including  new  ditches. 

26, 500 

4, 700 

31, 200 

2, 240, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Control  structures: 

Fish  and  wildlife  ...  ..  .  __  . 

62, 500 
2,000 

Drainage.  _  _  __  _ _ 

Total _ 

64,500 

3, 974, 000 

Lower  St.  Francis  River  including  new  ditches:  Damages 
prevented _  _ _  _  __  _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — Control  structures,  2.0;  lower  St.  Francis  River, 

1.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
necessary  for  the  control  structures;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  controlled  water  levels  in  the  St.  Francis 
Lake  area;  and  maintain  and  operate  the  control  structures  in  con¬ 
junction  with  the  Marked  Tree  siphon  to  maintain  the  water  surface 
elevation  in  St.  Francis  Lake.  Local  interests  have  expressed  their 
willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Arkansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  notes  that  the 
project  is  justified  almost  solely  on  benefits  accruing  from  mitigation 
of  damages  to  fish  and  wildlife  with  the  factors  necessitating  the  miti¬ 
gation  measures  largely  unforeseen  at  the  tune  of  construction.  The 
Bureau  recommends  that  these  works  be  treated  as  part  of  the  original 
project  for  St.  Francis  River  District  No.  7  of  Poinsett  County  and 
the  cost  be  apportioned  in  accordance  with  policies  relating  to  that 
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project.  Subject  to  consideration  of  its  views  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  strong  support  expressed  by 
local  interests  for  the  plan  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  their  willingness  to  cooperate  therein.  Construction  of  the  works 
recommended  is  believed  essential  to  preserve  the  well-being  of  the 
lower  St.  Francis  River  Basin.  The  improvements  are  well  justified. 

St.  John  River  Hydroelectric  Power  Development,  Maine 

Location. — The  two  dams  which  are  included  in  the  development 
would  be  located  on  the  upper  St.  John  River  in  northern  Maine  at 
sites  289  and  300  miles  above  the  mouth  of  the  river. 

Authority. — Report  was  prepared  pursuant  to  letter  from  President 
Kennedy  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  dated  May  20,  1961.  In  that 
letter  the  President  requested  the  Secretary  to  advise  him  as  to  what 
changes  in  fuel,  engineering,  and  financing  costs  might  result  in  making 
the  international  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project  economically 
feasible,  and  as  to  the  advisability  of  hydroelectric  power  development 
on  the  upper  St.  John  River. 

Flood  problems. — Snowmelt,  sometimes  in  combination  with  rainfall, 
annually  produces  spring  floods  along  the  St.  John  River.  The  area, 
being  sparsely  settled,  has  not  been  exposed  to  significant  damages 
with  the  exception  of  Fort  Kent  located  about  28  miles  downstream 
of  the  Dickey  Dam.  The  Fort  Kent  urban  area  has  experienced 
seven  consequential  floods  during  a  36-year  period  of  record.  A  recur¬ 
rence  of  the  flood  of  1961  would  cause  damages  of  $450,000.  With 
Dickey  Dam  in  operation,  impoundment  of  floodwaters  would  reduce 
discharges  to  well  below  the  zero  damage  stage. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  the  Dickey  and 
Lincoln  School  projects  on  the  upper  St.  John  River  in  Maine  with 
hydroelectric  power  generating  facilities.  The  Dickey  Dam  would  be 
located  above  the  confluence  of  the  Allagash  River  in  order  to  protect 
recreational  resources  of  the  stream. 

Estimated,  cost  ( January  196 f  price  level) .—$227  million. 

Project  economics 

Annual  charges _  $11,  550,  000 

Annual  benefits _  21,  480,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.86. 

Local  cooperation. — None. 

Remarks— The  committee  concurs  in  the  action  of  the  Senate  in 
including  provisions  for  authorization  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project  on  the  upper  St.  John  River  in  Maine.  This  exceptionally 
meritorious  project,  which  meets  all  the  criteria  set  forth  in  Senate 
Document  97,  will  permit  the  development  of  an  important  natural 
resource  that  has  been  too  long  neplected.  Studies  which  have  been 
made  in  connection  with  this  project  establish  conclusively  that  the 
power  can  be  effectively  used  to  meet  future  power  needs.  Further¬ 
more,  the  cost  of  power  from  this  project  is  such  that  it  should  have  a 
salutary  effect  as  a  yardstick  for  the  highest  cost  power  area  in  the 
Nation. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  recommendations  contemplate  con¬ 
struction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  marketing  of  the  power  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  committee  believes  such  a 
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procedure  to  be  proper  and  understands  that  all  planning,  construc¬ 
tion,  operation,  and  maintenance  will  be  carried  out  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  all  power  marketing  arrangements  will  be  carried  out 
by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  essentially  the  same  pattern 
that  has  been  followed  for  other  flood  control  and  rivers  and  harbors 
projects  under  section  5  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944.  While 
that  section  provides  for  a  preference  in  the  sale  of  power  to  public 
bodies  and  cooperatives,  the  benefits  that  will  flow  from  the  project 
will  not  be  confined  to  such  preference  customers.  The  most  efficient 
utilization  of  the  power  potential  will  require  that  project  operations 
be  coordinated  with  all  power  suppliers  of  the  contiguous  power  supply 
areas. 

Staten  Island,  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  181,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Coast  of  Staten  Island,  New  York  City,  extending  along 
lower  New  York  and  Raritan  Bays  from  Fort  Wadsworth  at  the 
narrows  to  Tottenville  at  the  mouth  of  Arthur  Kill. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended  and  supplemented;  and  Public  Law  71,  84th 
Congress,  1st  session,  approved  June  15,  1955. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal 
projects  for  hurricane  protection  or  beach  erosion  control  in  the  area. 

Hurricane  and  beach  erosion  problems. — A  serious  erosion  problem 
has  resulted  from  storms  of  unusually  severe  intensity  producing  a 
reduction  in  the  width  of  portions  of  the  beach  and  exposing  existing 
waterfront  development  to  wave  attack. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -Improvement  of  the  southeast 
shore  of  Staten  Island  from  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill  for  shore 
protection  and  prevention  of  hurricane  tidal  flooding  by  the  following 
works:  Graham  Beach  to  Oakwood  Beach,  combined  shore  and 
hurricane  protection  consisting  of  1.9  miles  of  beach  fill  and  dune 
construction,  2.7  miles  of  levee,  and  four  pumping  stations;  Great 
Kills  Park,  shore  protection  consisting  of  0.9  mile  of  beach  fill; 
Arbutus  Lake  to  Seguine  Point,  shore  protection  consisting  of  1.2 
miles  of  beach  fill  and  one  stone  groin;  Federal  participation  in 
defraying  the  annual  cost  of  periodic  beach  nourishment  for  the 
shore  protection  works  in  the  reaches  of  Graham  Beach  to  Oakwood 
Beach,  Great  Kills  Park,  and  Arbutus  Lake  to  Seguine  Point,  for  a 
period  not  to  exceed  10  years  after  the  completion  of  the  initial  work 
in  each  reach,  the  Federal  share  presently  estimated  at  62  percent, 
70  percent,  and  41  percent,  respectively,  of  such  costs  for  the  three 
reaches;  Tottenville  Beach,  combined  shore  and  hurricane  protection 
consisting  of  0.4  mile  of  beach  fill  and  dunes,  0.2  mile  of  levee,  and 
drainage  facilities;  and  that  the  plans  be  considered  sufficiently 
flexible  to  allow  coordination  with  proposed  highway  or  other  de¬ 
velopments. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1963 ) 

Federal _  $0,  230,  000 

Non-Federal _  3,  231,  000 

Total _ _ _  9,461,000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$197, 100 

$102, 200 
48,800 
96, 100 

$299, 300 
48, 800 
161, 000 

Maintenance _  . 

Periodic  beach  nourishment _ 

64, 900 

Total _ 

262, 000 

247, 100 

509, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

Hurricane  protection _ 

545, 000 
354, 000 

Shore  protection _ - _ 

Total  . . . 

899, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.8  for  overall  project. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  borrow  areas  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  alterations  and  relocations  of  buildings,  streets,  storm  drains, 
utilities,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction; 
bear  34  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at 
$3,231,000  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution 
now  estimated  at  $2,574,000  or,  if  any  section  is  undertaken  separately, 
the  apportionment  of  the  first  cost  will  be  as  shown  in  the  district 
engineer’s  report,  with  due  regard  to  change  in  public  ownership  and 
other  changes  prior  to  construction,  provided  that  the  cash  contri¬ 
bution  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  commencement  of  the 
entire  project,  or  in  installments  prior  to  commencement  of  pertinent 
items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to  be  made  after 
actual  costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  provide  periodic 
nourishment  during  the  economic  life  of  the  shore  protection  works 
as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose  subject  to  Federal 
participation  in  the  cost  of  periodic  nourishment  for  an  initial  period 
of  10  years,  as  recommended  herein,  the  non-Federal  share  of  such  costs 
for  the  10-year  period  being  presently  estimated  at  38  percent  for  the 
Graham  Beach  to  Oakwood  Beach  reach,  30  percent  for  the  Great 
Kills  Park  reach,  and  59  percent  for  the  Arbutus  Lake  to  Seguine 
Point  reach;  maintain  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project  con¬ 
tinued  public  ownership  and  administration  for  public  use  of  the  non- 
Federal  publicly  owned  shores  upon  which  the  recommended  Federal 
participation  is  based;  adopt  appropriate  ordinances  to  provide  for 
the  preservation  of  the  dunes;  and  control  water  pollution  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers.  Local  interests 
are  able  and  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Fedederal  agencies: 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  authorization  of  the 
proposed  improvement  for  hurricane  protection  and  beach  erosion 
control  is  desirable. 

Stratford,  Conn. 

(H.  Doc.  292,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.- — The  town  of  Stratford  is  located  in  Fairfield  County, 
on  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island  Sound,  approximately  50  miles 
northeast  of  New  York  City. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  projects. — No  hurricane  protection  project. 

Flood  problem. — About  2,400  acres  within  the  town  of  Stratford  are 
subject  to  hurricane  tide  floods.  Residential,  commercial,  and 
recreational  properties  are  subject  to  damages.  Three  severe  hurri¬ 
canes  have  struck  the  town  wfithin  the  past  24  years. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— Provides  for  diking  around  the 
greater  part  of  the  Great  Meadows  section  of  the  town,  varying  in 
top  elevation  from  14  to  18  feet  above  mean  sea  level  and  extending 
about  3  miles  from  high  ground  at  the  Surf  Avenue  ramp  to  the  Con¬ 
necticut  Turnpike  to  Oak  Bluff  Avenue  at  the  western  end  of  Lordship; 
a  series  of  dikes  and  floodwails  along  the  Housatonic  River,  varying 
in  top  elevation  from  14  to  18  feet  above  mean  sea  level,  and  extending 
about  2%  miles  from  high  ground  in  the  northern  part  of  Lordship  to 
high  ground  at  the  intersection  of  Broad  Street  and  Housatonic 
Avenue;  and  appurtenant  works  including  six  highway  crossing 
ramps,  three  ponding  areas,  four  pumping  stations,  and  five  gated 
conduits. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1962 ) 

Federal _  $4,  340,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  860,  000 

Total _  6,  200,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$136, 000 

$63, 000 
23, 000 

$199, 000 
23, 000 

136, 000 

86,000 

222, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

591, 000 
12, 000 
31,000 

634, 000 

Benejit-cost  ratio. — 2.9. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  borrow  and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project  at  costs  presently  estimated  at  $175,000;  accomplish 
all  changes,  alterations,  and  relocations  of  buildings,  highways,  and 
utilities,  and  modifications  to  sewerage  and  drainage  facilities  made 
necessary  by  the  construction  of  the  project,  at  costs  presently 
estimated  at  $90,000;  bear  30  percent  of  the  total  first  cost  of  the 
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project,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $1,860,000  to  consist  of  the 
items  listed  above  and  a  cash  contribution  presently  estimated  at 
$1,595,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of 
construction  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items, 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief 
•of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs  to  be  made  after  actual 
costs  and  values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain 
and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with  regu¬ 
lations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  prevent  any 
encroachment  on  the  ponding  areas  which  would  decrease  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  improvements  and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are 
impaired,  promptly  provide  substitute  storage  capacity  or  equivalent 
pumping  capacity.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  provide  the  items 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Connecticut:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  area  has  suffered  severe 
damage  from  hurricanes  several  times  within  the  past  few  decades. 
Authorization  will  permit  construction  of  necessary  protective 
structures. 

Sun  River  at  Great  Falls,  Mont. 

Authority. — The  Sun  River  at  Great  Falls,  Mont.,  flood  control 
project  was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  authorized  plan  contemplates  8  miles  of 
levees  along  Sun  River  and  on  the  left  bank  of  the  Missouri  River  near 
the  mouth  of  the  Sun,  together  with  channel  improvements  on  the 
Sun.  No  advance  planning  or  construction  have  been  accomplished. 
The  project  authorization  contained  a  provision  for  cash  contribution 
by  local  interests  for  land  enhancement  in  accordance  with  policy  at 
that  time,  amounting  to  2.16  percent  of  the  Federal  construction  cost. 

Modification. — The  proposed  modification  to  the  project  would  re¬ 
lieve  local  interests  of  the  requirement  for  cash  contribution  that  is 
based  on  land  enhancement  that  would  result  from  flood  control. 
The  amount  of  cash  contribution  is  presently  estimated  at  $50,000. 

Remarks. — Under  present  policy  with  respect  to  land  enhancement 
benefits,  a  cash  contribution  would  not  now  be  required  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  Sun  River  project  as  no  windfall-type  benefits 
would  accrue  to  limited  special  interests.  Also,  development  of  some 
of  the  areas  subject  to  the  land  enhancement  has  already  taken  place 
in  spite  of  the  flood  hazard.  Accordingly,  the  committee  recommends 
modification  of  the  project  to  relieve  local  interests  of  the  require¬ 
ment  for  cash  contribution  based  on  land  enhancement  benefits,  and 
the  bill  so  provides. 

Tahquitz  Creek,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  223,  £>9th  Cong.) 

Location. — Tahquitz  Creek  drains  a  mountainous  area  adjacent  to 
Palm  Springs.  The  creek  flows  through  developed  and  undeveloped 
land  in  the  southern  part  of  the  city. 
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Authority. — Section  5,  Public  Law  406,  75th  Congress,  approved 
August  28,  1937. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  on  Tahquitz 
Creek.  Local  interests  have  constructed  improvements  consisting  of 
a  training  dike  and  channel  upstream  from  the  developed  area  and  a 
channel  with  paved  side  slopes  through  the  developed  area. 

Flood  problem. — Flash  floods  cause  inundation  and  debris  damage 
to  residential  and  business  properties  and  restriction  of  future  develop¬ 
ment  in  Palm  Springs. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  debris  basin 
just  below  the  mouth  of  Tahquitz  Canyon  and  a  concrete-lined  channel 
along  Tahquitz  Creek  for  about  3.5  miles  from  the  debris  basin  to  the 
confluence  with  Palm  Canyon  Wash. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1962) 

Federal _  $3,  030,  000 

Non-Federal _ _  1  1,  350,  000 


Total _  4,  380,  000 

i  Includes  $920,000  cash  contribution. 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

$96, 000 

0 

$44, 000 
25,  000 

$140, 000 
25, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  _  . 

Total _ 

96, 000 

69,  000 

165, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented.  _  .  .  _ _ _  _  _ _ 

100, 000 
no,  ooo 

Increased  utilization  of  land . _ . 

Total.  _  _ _ _  . 

210,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 .3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way; 
perform  all  necessary  construction  or  relocation  of  highways,  roads, 
bridges,  and  utilities;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages;  construct  the  necessary  closures  to  integrate  the  proposed 
improvement  with  existing  levees  on  Palm  Canyon  Wash;  maintain 
and  operate  the  works  after  completion;  prevent  encroachment  upon 
the  improved  channel  and  the  debris  basin  that  would  reduce  their 
carrying  capacity;  contribute  in  cash  23.3  percent  of  construction  cost, 
presently  estimated  at  $920,000,  for  land  enhancement  benefits. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  the  flood  hazard  along  Tahquitz 
Creek.  In  addition  to  protecting  developed  areas,  the  project  will 
permit  use  of  highly  desirable  lands  upon  which  development  has  been 
restricted  because  of  the  flood  potential.  The  project  is  well  justified 
and  the  committee  recommends  it  be  authorized  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  However,  the  com- 


128 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


mittee  considers  it  appropriate  that  the  amount  of  cash  contribution 
due  to  enhancement  of  land  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  contribution  determined  on  lands  under 
Indian  ownership  at  the  time  of  project  authorization  and  not  subject 
to  taxation  due  to  Federal  statutory  restrictions.  Based  on  data 
available  to  the  committee  at  this  time  the  non-Federal  cash  con¬ 
tribution  on  this  basis  would  be  $508,000. 

Taylors  Bayou,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  206,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Taylors  Bayou  is  located  in  the  southeast  corner  of 
Texas  and  it  drains  the  segment  of  coastal  plain  between  Port  Arthur 
and  Beaumont  on  the  east  and  Galveston  Bay  on  the  west. 

Authority. — Section  11  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  approved  July  24, 
1946. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  project  for  flood  control  or  drainage 
in  the  watershed.  Local  interests  have  constructed  improvements  for 
drainage  in  the  agricultural  and  urban  areas  in  the  upper  basin  and 
improved  portions  of  the  natural  channels  in  the  basin.  Also,  they 
have  constructed  a  salt  water  barrier  and  navigation  lock  near  the  lower 
end  of  Taylors  Bayou. 

Flood  problem. — A  total  of  nearly  80,000  acres  is  subject  to  flooding 
during  periods  of  intense  precipitation  because  of  inadequate  outlet 
channels  for  farm  drainage  and  for  floodwater  from  the  upper  reaches 
in  Hillebrandt  Bayou  in  the  city  of  Beaumont. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Enlargement  of  more  than  40 
miles  of  natural  and  artificial  channels  in  the  Taylors  Bayou  watershed 
including  Hillebrandt  Bayou;  construction  of  a  diversion  channel  via 
the  Salt  Bayou  channel  to  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  with  a 
salt  water  gate  at  the  upper  end;  and  construction  of  an  adequate  on- 
farm  and  group  lateral  drainage  system. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1961) 

Federal _  $6,  290,  000 

Non-Federal _  1  12,  450,  000 

Total _  18,  740,  000 

1  Includes  $8,870,000  for  on-farm  drainage  improvements  above  the  major  outlet  channel. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . 

$235, 600 

$513, 000 
550,  200 

$748, 600 
550,  200 

Maintenance  and  operation. 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

235, 600 

1, 063, 200 

1.298, 800 

Amiual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented  _  _ 

1, 492, 000 
2, 434, 000 

Increased  land  use _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

3, 926. 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  make  alterations  and  relocations  of  structures  and 
utilities;  contribute  in  cash  6.3  percent  of  the  construction  cost  of  the 
work  to  be  done  on  the  Federal  project,  presently  estimated  at 
$421,000,  or  construct  such  additional  equivalent  items  of  work  as 
may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Federal  Government  and  local  interests, 
subject  to  final  adjustment  of  the  amount  after  actual  costs  and 
values  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages;  maintain  and  operate;  prevent  encroachment  in  the 
flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved  channels  and  diversion 
channel;  and  construct  and  maintain  the  local  drainage  works  re¬ 
quired  to  fully  and  effectively  utilize  the  improved  outlet  system. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  meet 
these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

F ederal  Power  Commission :  F avorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
does  not  believe  that  sufficient  reason  exists  for  crediting  local  interests 
for  work  accomplished  by  such  interests  prior  to  project  authorization; 
and  accordingly,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  that  the 
conditions  of  local  cooperation  be  applied  only  to  the  new  work 
recommended  for  construction.  On  that  basis  and  on  conditions  and 
price  levels  prevailing  in  July  1961,  the  Bureau  notes  the  estimated 
cost  of  the  project  would  be  $7,916,000  of  which  $3,008,000  would  be 
allocated  to  flood  control  and  $4,908,000  would  be  allocated  to  major 
drainage  purposes.  Given  these  conditions  and  current  policies, 
local  interests  would  then  be  expected  to  contribute  the  cost  of  lands 
and  relocations  ($458,000)  for  the  flood  control  portion  of  the  project 
and  50  percent  ($2,454,000)  of  the  total  cost  allocated  to  drainage 
purposes.  This  would  result  in  the  local  interests  bearing  36.8  percent 
or  $2,912,000  of  the  total  estimated  first  cost  of  the  project.  The 
Bureau  also  notes  that  the  information  on  which  the  report  is  based 
is  in  large  part  over  10  years  old  and  that  no  specific  justification  is 
presented  for  the  substantial  increase  in  benefits  which  is  incorporated 
in  the  updating  of  the  report  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Accordingly, 
if  the  project  is  authorized,  the  Bureau  would  expect  a  reevaluation 
of  the  project  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate  the  construc¬ 
tion.  The  Bureau  advises  that  subject  to  consideration  of  its  views, 
there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  in  the  view  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  a  reevaluation 
of  the  project  should  be  made  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction.  The  Secretary  recommends  that  local  interests  con¬ 
tribute  25.4  percent  toward  the  cost  of  construction  in  lieu  of  6.3 
percent,  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  On  this  basis 
the  estimated  net  cost  to  the  United  States  would  be  $5,004,000  for 
construction  and  the  estimated  non-Federal  cost  would  be  $2,912,000 
including  $1,205,000  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  reloca¬ 
tions,  and  a  cash  contribution  of  $1,707,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  magnitude  of  the  flood  problem 
in  the  Taylors  Bayou  basin  and  the  corrective  work  already  done  by 
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local  interests.  The  committee  believes  that  the  work  now  recom¬ 
mended  will  comprise  a  valuable  addition  to  the  work  already  done, 
and  that  the  cost  of  this  additional  work  should  be  shared  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Trinidad  Dam,  Colo. 

(Modification  of  H.  Doc.  325,  84th  Cong.) 

The  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  No.  325, 
84th  Congress,  on  which  authorization  of  Trinidad  Dam,  Colo.,  was 
based,  contained  a  recommendation  for  cash  contribution  by  local 
interests  for  prospective  land  enhancement  benefits,  in  accordance 
with  the  policy  existing  at  that  time.  The  amount  of  the  contribution 
required  presently  is  estimated  at  $548,500. 

Under  present  policy  with  respect  to  land  enhancement  benefits 
resulting  from  flood  control  reservoirs  a  cash  contribution  would  not 
now  be  required  under  the  circumstances  of  the  Trinidad  Dam  proj¬ 
ect,  as  no  windfall-type  benefits  would  accrue  to  limited  special 
interests. 

The  committee  understands  that  it  would  be  difficult  for  the  city 
of  Trinidad  to  meet  the  present  requirement  for  cash  contribution, 
because  the  economy  of  the  area  is  in  a  depressed  condition  with  a 
high  rate  of  unemployment.  The  committee  considers  it  proper  that 
the  conditions  of  local  cooperation  for  this  project  be  modified  in 
accordance  with  present  policy. 

Wabash  River,  Ind.  (Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Reservoirs) 

(S.  Doc.  29,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Wabash  River  drains  33,100  square  miles  of  which 
11,400  are  in  the  White  River  Basin.  It  rises  in  Mercer  County  near 
Celina,  Ohio,  flows  northwesterly  67  miles  to  Huntington,  Ind.,  then 
southwesterly  to  the  confluence  with  White  River  and  continues  south¬ 
westerly  96  miles  to  join  the  Ohio  River  133  miles  above  its  mouth. 
The  Wildcat  Creek  Basin  is  in  the  upper-central  portion  of  the  Wabash 
River  Basin  and  lies  in  Tippecanoe,  Carroll,  Howard,  Clinton,  and 
Tipton  Counties,  Ind.  This  stream  drains  an  area  of  800  square  miles 
and  empties  into  the  Wabash  River  from  the  left  bank  at  mile  317,  a 
point  just  upstream  from  Lafayette,  Ind.  The  Big  Pine  Creek  drains 
333  square  miles  and  joins  Wabash  River  from  the  right  bank,  oppo¬ 
site  Attica,  Ind.  This  watershed  is  situated  in  the  upper  central  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Wabash  Basin  and  lies  in  Warren  and  White  Counties, 
Ind. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  May  9,  1949,  and  May  6,  1958. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  Big  Pine  and  Wildcat  Creek  Basins. 

Flood  problem. — The  Wabash  Basin  is  subject  to  frequent  and  de¬ 
structive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  during  the  winter  and 
early  spring  months.  The  flood  of  March- April  1913  is  the  maximum 
of  record  followed  by  those  of  May  1943  and  January-March  1950. 
A  recurrence  of  the  1913  and  1943  floods  would  cause  damages  of  $18 
and  $24  million,  respectively,  in  the  flood  plain  areas  downstream 
from  the  proposed  dam  and  reservoir  projects. 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


131 


Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Construction  of  the  Lafayette 
Dam  and  Reservoir  on  Wildcat  Creek  and  Big  Pine  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Big  Pine  Creek  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  recreation,  and 
fish  and  wildlife. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1962 ) 


Lafayette 

Big  Pine 

Total 

Federal _ _ _ ._  ...  . .  _ _ _ _ _ 

$28, 000,  000 
(2) 

$16,  800, 000 
(2) 

•  $44,  800, 000 
(2) 

Non-Federal _  ....  _  __  . . 

Total. _ _  .  . . . 

28,  000, 000 

16,  800, 000 

44,  800, 000 

1  Net  cost  to  the  United  States,  $41,810,000. 

3  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  of  the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Reservoir,  currently  estimated  at  $1,410,000  and  $1,580,000. 
respectively. 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Lafayette  Dam  and  Reservoir:  Annual  charges: 

Interior  and  amortization.  _  _  _ _ 

843, 000 
38, 000 
94, 000 

43, 000 
144,  000 

886, 000 
182, 000 
94, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation. _ _ _ _ _  . 

Total _ _ _ 

975, 000 

187, 000 

1, 162,  000 

Big  Pine  Dam  and  Reservoir:  Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

472, 000 
42, 000 
32, 000 

48, 000 
126, 000 

520,  000 
168, 000 
32, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation.. .  _  _  _  _ 

Land  productivity  loss. .  .  .  _  _ _ 

Total _  _  _ 

646, 000 

174, 000 

720, 000 

Lafayette 

Big  Pine 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented.. _ _  _ _ _ 

$2, 042,  000 
846, 000 
82, 000 

$741,  000 
802, 000 
46,000 

General  recreation. ._  _  ..  _  _ 

Fish  and  wildlife _  _ 

Total _  _ 

2, 970, 000 

1,  589, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _  ._  _  _ 

2.5 

2.2 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Lafayette  and  Big 
Pine  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  local  interests  will  be  required  to 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they 
will  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which 
may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest  one-half  of  the  separable 
costs  of  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  the  amounts 
involved  currently  being  estimated  at  $1,410,000  and  $1,580,000, 
respectively;  bear  all  costs  of  operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement 
of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the  amount 
involved  currently  being  estimated  on  an  average  annual  basis  at 
$144,000  for  the  Lafayette  and  $126,000  for  the  Big  Pine  Dam  and 
Reservoir  projects.  Local  interests  would  also  be  required  to  prevent 
encroachment  which  would  reduce  the  flow-carrying  capacities  of  the 
natural  channels  between  the  dams  and  the  mouths  of  the  channels 
at  the  Wabash  River. 
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Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  committee  notes  that  severe  flood  losses  frequently 
occur  in  the  Wabash  River  Basin  and  there  is  an  urgent  need  for 
flood  protection  improvements.  The  committee  considers  that  the 
two  additional  reservoirs  would  augment  the  comprehensive  plan  of 
development  of  the  water  and  related  land  resources  of  the  basin. 
The  committee  also  notes  that  there  are  substantial  local  contributions 
required  for  the  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  features  of  the  projects. 

Wabash  River,  Ind.  and  III.  (Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek,  and 

Patoka  Reservoirs) 

(H.  Doc.  202,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Wabash  River  Basin  contains  33,100  square  miles 
of  which  319  are  in  western  Ohio,  8,563  in  eastern  Illinois,  and  24,218 
in  Indiana.  The  Wabash  River  rises  near  Celina,  Ohio,  flows  north¬ 
westerly  67  miles  to  Huntington,  Ind.,  thence  generally  west  and 
southwest  312  miles  to  the  confluence  of  the  White  River,  its  major 
tributary  which  drains  11,400  square  miles,  and  then  continues  south¬ 
westerly  96  miles  to  join  the  Ohio  River  at  about  river  mile  133. 
The  Embarrass  River  Basin  lies  entirely  within  the  State  of  Illinois. 
The  Embarrass  River  rises  in  the  central  part  of  Champaign  County, 
near  Urbana,  Ill.,  flows  in  a  southerly  direction  through  Douglas, 
Coles,  Cumberland,  Richland,  Crawford,  and  Lawrence  Counties  to 
its  junction  with  the  Wabash  River  at  about  river  mile  122.  The 
Patoka  River  Basin  lies  in  southwestern  Indiana  above  the  Patoka 
Dam  site.  The  Patoka  River  rises  in  southeastern  Orange  County, 
near  Valeen,  Ind.,  flows  westerly  through  Dubois,  Pike,  and  Gibson 
Counties  to  the  Indiana  State  line  and  its  junction  with  the  Wabash 
River  at  river  mile  94.6,  about  1  mile  below  the  mouth  of  the  White 
River.  Clifty  Creek  is  a  tributary  of  the  East  Fork  of  the  White 
River.  It  is  formed  in  Decatur  County  and  flows  southwesterly 
across  Decatur  County  and  continues  in  that  direction  to  its  junction 
with  the  East  Fork  of  the  White  River  in  the  middle  of  Bartholomew 
County,  about  3  miles  south  of  Columbus. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  April  20,  1948,  and 
May  6,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Fifty-six  Federal  flood  control  projects  in  the 
Wabash  River  Basin  have  been  specifically  authorized  for  construc¬ 
tion.  Six  of  these  are  reservoirs  and  the  remainder  are  local  flood 
protection  projects. 

Flood  problem. — The  Wabash  River  is  subject  to  frequent  and 
destructive  flooding.  Major  floods  usually  occur  during  the  winter 
and  early  spring  months.  The  flood  of  March-April  1913  is  the 
maximum  flood  of  record  followed  by  those  of  May  1943  and  January- 
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March  1950.  Damages  from  the  1913  flood  are  estimated  at  $25 
million  and  from  the  1943  flood  are  estimated  at  $23,017,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. —  Construction  of  the  Lincoln 
Dam  and  Reservoir  on  Embarrass  River,  Ill.,  Clifty  Creek  Dam  and 
Reservoir  on  Clifty  Creek,  Ind.,  and  Patoka  Dam  and  Reservoir  on 
Patoka  River,  Ind.,  for  flood  control,  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  water  quality  control,  general  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife 
recreation. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1968 ) 


Project 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Lincoln _ 

$33, 000, 000 
15, 900, 000 
24,000,000 

(•) 

s 

$33, 000,  000 
15, 900, 000 
24, 000,  000 

Clift v  Creek _ 

Total _ 

72, 900, 000 

2  72, 900, 000 

1  Non-Federal  interests  to  bear  of  the  separable  costs  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  currently  estimated  at  $2,632,000  for  the  Lincoln  Reservoir,  $1,812,000  for  the  Clifty  Creek  Res¬ 
ervoir  and  $2,937,000  for  the  Patoka  Reservoir.  Also  $268,000  and  $4,025,000  to  be  reimbursed  for  water 
supply  storage  in  the  Lincoln  and  Patoka  Reservoirs,  respectively. 

2  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $61,226,000. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Lincoln  Reservoir:  Annual  charges: 

$1, 037, 000 
43,000 

$92, 000 
225,  000 

$1, 129, 000 
268,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

1, 080, 000 

317, 000 

1, 397, 000 

Clifty  Creek  Reservoir:  Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

419, 000 
42,000 

58, 000 
158, 000 

477, 000 
200, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

461, 000 

216, 000 

677, 000 

Patoka  River:  Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

402, 000 
38, 000 

220, 000 
263, 000 

622,000 
301, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ 

440, 000 

483, 000 

923, 000 

Lincoln 

Clifty  Creek 

Patoka 

Annual  benefits: 

PI nnri  damages  prevented  _ 

$1, 890, 000 
865,  000 
99,000 
11, 000 
44,000 

$550, 000 
591, 000 
26, 000 

$520, 000 
1, 019, 000 
130, 000 
344, 000 
219, 000 

General  recreation _ 

Fish  and  wildlife  recreation _ 

Water  supply _ 

Water  quality  control _ 

Total  annual  benefits _ 

2, 909, 000 
2.0 

1, 167, 000 
1.6 

2, 232, 000 
2.2 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction  of  the  Lincoln,  Clifty 
Creek,  and  Patoka  Dam  and  Reservoir  projects  local  interests  will 
be  required  to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  that  they  will  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  pay,  contribute  in 
kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees)  with  interest  one-half 
of  the  separable  cost  of  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek,  and  Patoka  Dam 
and  Reservoir  projects  allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife 
enhancement,  the  amounts  involved  currently  being  estimated  at 
$2,632,000,  $1,812,000,  and  $2,937,000,  respectively;  bear  all  costs  of 
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operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish 
and  wildlife  lands  and  facilities,  the  amounts  involved  currently 
being  estimated  on  an  average  annual  basis  at  $225,000  for  the  Lincoln, 
$158,000  for  the  Clifty  Creek,  and  $263,000  for  the  Patoka  Dam  and 
Reservoir  projects;  reimburse  the  allocated  construction  and  annual 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  storage 
at  the  Lincoln  and  Patoka  River  Reservoirs;  prevent  channel  en¬ 
croachments  tending  to  reduce  present  channel  capacities;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  from  water-rights  claims 
resulting  from  construction  and  operation  of  the  reservoirs;  exercise 
to  the  full  extent  of  their  legal  capability,  control  against  removal  of 
streamflow  made  available  by  reservoir  storage  for  water  quality 
control  purposes;  and  contribute  to  the  control  of  pollution  of  the 
streams  subject  to  low-flow  augmentation  by  adequate  treatment 
or  other  methods  of  controlling  wastes  at  their  source. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
advises  that  the  last  increment  of  flood  control  storage  at  the  proposed 
Lincoln  Reservoir  is  not  economically  justified  and  believes  that 
although  there  may  be  situations  which  require  levels  of  development 
that  exceed  the  last  economically  justified  increment,  it  does  not  feel 
that  the  last  added  increment  has  been  fully  justified  in  this  case. 
Consequently,  if  the  project  is  authorized  and  prior  to  any  request  for 
funds  to  initiate  construction,  the  Bureau  would  expect  a  reevalua¬ 
tion  of  the  flood  control  benefits  at  the  Lincoln  Reservoir  with  a  view 
toward  determining  the  optimum  level  of  flood-control  benefits. 
The  Bureau  notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  has  indicated  his  will¬ 
ingness  to  credit  toward  the  water  supply  reimbursement  required 
of  the  State  of  Indiana  the  cost  of  work  performed  by  the  State  for 
advance  engineering  and  design  at  the  Patoka  Reservoir.  While  it  is 
not  explicitly  stated  in  the  correspondence  between  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  State,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  understands  that 
current  Corps  and  Army  policy  would  limit  such  credit  to  the  cost  of 
work  performed  after  authorization.  The  Bureau  also  advises  that 
there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  report 
to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  three  proposed  reservoir 
projects  are  well  justified  with  benefit-to-cost  ratios  ranging  from  1.6 
to  2.2.  These  multiple-purpose  reservoirs  would  provide  needed 
flood  protection,  yield  necessary  water  supplies,  control  water  quality, 
and  enhance  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  basin.  The 
projects  are  essential  units  in  the  overall  plan  of  development  of 
the  basin. 
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Walnut  River,  Ivans. 

(H.  Doc.  232,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Walnut  River  is  in  southeastern  Kansas;  it  runs 
generally  southward  and  joins  the  Arkansas  River  near  the  Kansas- 
Oklahoma  State  line. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  October  16,  1951. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  or  authorized  Federal 
Reservoir  projects  in  the  basin.  Local  flood  protection  projects  at 
Augusta  and  Winfield  were  constructed  in  1936-38  by  the  Works 
Progress  Administration. 

Flood  problem. — Major  flooding  occurred  in  1923,  1928,  1944,  1945, 
1951,  and  1953.  An  average  of  one  flood  occurs  on  the  main  stem 
and  major  tributaries  each  year.  More  than  100,000  acres  are  subject 
to  flooding.  Average  annual  flood  damages  are  nearly  $1  million. 
Also,  there  have  been  droughts  and  extended  periods  of  low  flows, 
resulting  in  shortages  of  water. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement.- — The  plan  consists  of  three 
multiple-purpose  reservoirs  for  flood  control,  conservation,  recreation 
and  fish  and  wildlife,  together  with  local  flood  protection  projects  at 
El  Dorado  and  Winfield. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January  1963) 

Federal _ 1  $66,  036,  000 

Non-Federal _  770,  000 

Total _  66,  806,  000 

i  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  the  United  States  amounts  currently  estimated  at  $14,131,000  for 
water  supply  and  $879,000  for  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Construction  costs 


Reservoirs: 

El  Dorado _  $23,  300,  000 

Towanda _  23,  000,  000 

Douglass _ 1 _  18,  200,  000 


Total  reservoirs _ _ _  64,500,000 


Local  protection  works : 

El  Dorado _  1,  795,  000 

Winfield _  511,000 


Total  local  protection _  2,306,000 


Total  project _ _ _  66,  806,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Reservoirs: 

Interest  and  amortization. _  ..  _ _ 

$2, 157, 500 
164, 400 

$2, 157, 500 
255, 900 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement—  _ _ 

Total.  _ _ _ 

$91, 600 

2,321,900 

91, 500 

2, 413,400 

Local  protection  works: 

Interest  and  amortization. _ 

50,100 

0 

24, 400 
9,300 

74,500 

9,300 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement _  ... 

Total _  _ _ 

50, 100 

33,  700 

83,800 

Annual  benefits: 

Reservoirs: 

Flood  control _ .....  _  _ _ _ 

949, 900 
665, 300 
447, 800 
787, 000 

Water  supply..  . 

Water  quality  control _  .  .  _ 

Recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife _ 

Total _ _ _  _ _  _ 

2, 850, 000 
123,  OOd 

Local  protection  works:  Flood  control...  _ _  .. 

Benefit-cost  ratios: 

Reservoirs : 

El  Dorado _  1.  2 

Towanda _  1.  2 

Douglass _  1.  2 

Local  protection  works _  1.  5 


Local  cooperation. — For  the  reservoirs:  Reimburse  the  United 
States  for  all  costs  allocated  to  water  supply  storage,  currently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $14,131,000  for  construction  and  $48,600  annually  for  opera¬ 
tion,  maintenance,  and  replacements;  bear  first  and  annual  costs 
associated  with  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  in 
accordance  with  current  policy,  presently  estimated  at  $879,000  and 
$42,900,  respectively;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  from  water 
rights  claims;  keep  local  people  advised  of  project  effects  for  flood 
protection.  For  the  local  protection  projects:  Provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  projects;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  and  operate 
all  the  works  after  completion,  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  make  all  alterations  of  highways, 
highway  bridges,  utilities,  and  related  facilities  occasioned  by  the 
construction  works ;  acquire  fee  title  to  lands  designated  for  borrow 
and  ponding  purposes  and  flowage  easements  over  lands  designated 
for  ponding  purposes  only;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  existing 
and  improved  channels. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Recommended  modification  of 
the  plan  of  improvement  by  acquisition  of  1,280  acres  of  addi¬ 
tional  land  for  wildlife  management  purposes  to  mitigate  wildlife 
losses  associated  with  El  Dorado  Reservoir,  also  fencing  be 
provided  for  all  lands  to  be  used  for  wildlife  purposes,  and  funds 
in  the  amount  of  $30,000  be  furnished  the  Kansas  Forestry,  Fish, 
and  Game  Commission  for  initial  development  of  wildlife  habitat. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  believes  that  reasonable  effort  should  be 
made  to  develop  an  economic  analysis  to  provide  an  aid  to  judg¬ 
ment  as  a  basis  for  comparison  of  provisions  for  the  mitigation  of 
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fish  and  wildlife  losses  with  other  project  values  and  with  possible 
alternative  offsetting  measures.  On  the  basis  of  available 
information  and  assuming  a  reasonable  value  of  man-day  use  it 
was  concluded  that  the  mitigating  measures  were  not  justified. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Kansas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
noted  that  the  State  of  Kansas  has  raised  questions  concerning  the 
quality  of  water  to  be  released  from  the  proposed  Towanda  Reservoir. 
The  Bureau  expects  that  a  review  of  these  aspects  would  be  made 
before  funds  are  requested  for  initiation  of  construction  of  the  Towanda 
project.  The  Bureau  has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  proposed 
report  to  the  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  believes  that  the  Walnut  River  Basin 
is  in  need  of  development  of  its  water  resources;  it  notes  a  serious  and 
widespread  flood  problem  and  the  need  for  storage  of  water  for  varied 
purposes.  It  considers  the  plan  and  scope  of  development  to  be  well 
formulated.  The  committee  recognizes  certain  problems  associated 
with  Towanda  Reservoir,  which  is  an  essential  element  in  the  basin 
plan  for  flood  control  and  water  quality  control.  It  is  also  convinced 
that  upstream  watershed  work  should  be  expedited  and  developed 
compatibly  with  Towanda  insofar  as  possible.  The  committee 
concurs  in  the  view  of  the  State  of  Kansas  that  no  funds  for  con¬ 
struction  of  Towanda  should  be  appropriated  until  the  proposed 
design  and  operation  have  been  approved  by  the  State  of  Kansas. 
Also,  the  committee  urges  close  intra-agency  coordination  in  the 
interests  of  best  development  of  the  Whitewater  Watershed  including 
Towanda  Reservoir  and  associated  upstream  developments. 


Watjrika  Reservoir,  Beaver  Creek,  Okla. 

(Modification  of  S.  Doc.  33,  88th  Cong.) 

Authority. — Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act,  approved  August 
12,  1958  (Public  Law  85-624).  The  modification  would  provide  for 
acquisition  of  fee  title  to  certain  lands  for  wildlife  purposes  which  will 
require  specific  authorization  by  Congress. 

Existing  project. — The  Waurika  Reservoir  was  authorized  bv  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  December  1963  as  a  multiple-purpose  reservoir 
for  the  purposes  of  flood  control,  water  supply,  water  quality  control, 
irrigation,  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  No. 
33,  88th  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,100,000. 

Wildlife  problem. — A  study  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  Waurika  Reservoir  provides  an  excellent  opportunity 
to  develop  the  wildlife  potential  of  the  area  as  part  of  the  national 
wildlife  refuge  system. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— The  national  wildlife  refuge 
proposed  will  involve  fee  acquisition  of  about  2,100  acres  of  land  to  be 
used  in  conjunction  with  11,300  acres  of  project  land  to  be  operated 
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as  a  national  wildlife  refuge  wThere  such  operation  does  not  conflict 
with  other  project  purposes. 

Estimated,  cost,  Federal 

Corps  of  Engineers _ _ _ $418,  000 

The  land  wdll  be  purchased  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Develop¬ 
ment,  operations,  and  maintenance,  including  the  funding  of  these 
items,  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Project  economics. — The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  considers  the 
expenditures  to  be  economically  justified. 

Comments  jrom  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  has  considered  the  recommendations  of 
the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  develop¬ 
ing  a  national  wildlife  refuge  in  conjunction  with  the  lands  and  waters 
of  the  project,  and  believes  that  the  modification  of  the  project  is 
desirable. 

Westerly,  Rhode  Island 
(H.  Doc.  85,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — About  45  miles  southwest  of  Providence  on  the  south 
shore  of  Rhode  Island. 

Authority. — Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress,  1st  session,  approved 
June  15,  1955. 

Existing  'project. — -No  hurricane  protection  project.  There  is  a 
cooperative  beach  erosion  project  at  Misquamicut  State  Beach  con¬ 
sisting  of  widening  to  an  average  of  150  feet  for  3,250  feet.  This 
project  was  completed  in  1959. 

Flood  problem. — Serious  problems  of  hurricane  tidal  flooding  and 
beach  erosion  exist  in  Westerly.  Three  severe  hurricanes  that  have 
struck  the  area  since  1938  caused  great  loss  of  life  and  crippling 
damages  to  property.  Hurricane  Carol,  1954,  caused  tidal  flood 
damages  of  about  $3,900,000  in  the  Westerly  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  improvements 
for  hurricane  tidal  protection  and  beach  erosion  control  for  the 
Misquamicut  area  of  Westerly,  R.I.,  from  Little  Maschaug  Pond  to 
Weekapaug  Point,  in  lieu  of  the  presently  authorized  project,  to 
consist  of  beach  raising  and  widening  to  elevation  12  feet  above  mean 
sea  level  for  approximately  3  miles  of  beach;  low  rock-faced  dikes  and 
revetment  of  dunes  to  form  a  backstop  to  elevation  16  feet  above  mean 
sea  level;  rock  groins  to  stabilize  the  beach;  gated  control  structure 
at  Weekapaug  Inlet;  road  raising,  Wawaloam  Drive,  Weekapaug; 
rock-faced  dike  west  of  Misquamicut  community  center  extending 
from  the  shore  dike  to  high  ground,  including  a  gated  culvert;  and 
dredging  in  Winnapaug  Pond  to  obtain  a  portion  of  the  sandfill 
required  for  the  above  construction. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1963) 

Federal _ $3,287,000 

Non-Federal _  1,  663,  000 


Total 


4,  950,  000 
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Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. . 

$127, 700 

$64, 600 
77, 900 

$192, 300 
77, 900 

Maintenance... . . . . . . 

Total _ _ _  _  _ _ 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  __  _  _ _ _  _ _ _  __ 

127,  700 

142,  500 

270,  200 

199, 300 
5,000 
14,  700 
2,  000 
242, 800 
52, 000 
19,  000 

Elimination  of  emergency  costs . . .  . . 

Reduction  of  land  loss _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Reduction  of  boat  damage.  . . .  . 

Increase  use  of  beach  . .  ... 

Winnapaug  Pond  recreation...  . . . .  _ 

Fishing  from  groins.. . . . . . . 

Total _ _ _  .  _ 

534, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  spoil-disposal,  pondage,  and 
borrow  areas  necessary  for  construction  of  the  project,  and  recrea¬ 
tion  facilities  on  Winnapaug  Pond,  at  a  cost  presently  estimated  at 
$380,000;  accomplish  -without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations 
and  relocation  of  sewerage  and  drainage  facilities,  buildings,  utilities, 
highways,  and  other  structures  made  necessary  by  the  construction; 
bear  33.6  percent  of  the  total  first  cost,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at 
$1,663,000  to  consist  of  the  items  listed  above,  and  a  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  presently  estimated  at  $1,283,000;  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to 
commencement  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  con¬ 
struction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final 
apportionment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  and  values  have 
been  determined;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  construction  of  the  project;  maintain  and  operate  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  at  an  annual  cost  estimated  at  $95,000  initially 
and  $78,000  after  installation  of  the  deferred  groins;  assure  continued 
public  ownership  of  public  shore  and  public  use  of  private  shore  upon 
which  Federal  participation  in  beach  erosion  control  is  based,  and 
its  administration  for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project; 
and  provide  and  maintain  suitable  facilities  at  public  beaches  to 
support  the  recreational  development  of  the  beaches;  assure  con¬ 
tinued  public  ownership  and  use  of  recreation  areas  upon  which 
Federal  participation  in  recreation  is  based  and  provide  and  maintain 
suitable  appurtenant  facilities  to  the  extent  necessary  for  realization 
of  evaluated  benefits  and  their  administration  for  public  use  during 
the  economic  life  of  the  project;  protect  against  encroachment  that 
portion  of  Little  Maschaug  Pond  included  within  the  project  in 
order  that  the  water  areas  may  be  available  for  storage  of  surface 
runoff;  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard 
the  health  of  the  bathers;  construct  and  maintain  any  bulkheads 
required  for  retention  of  dredged  materials  discharged  to  spoil- 
disposal  areas  from  the  initial  construction;  and  at  least  annually 
inform  the  public  and  those  affected  that  the  improvements  will 
not  provide  any  substantial  protection  from  ocean  surges  higher  in 
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elevation  than  that  which  occurred  in  September  1938.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  furnish  the  necessary  local  co¬ 
operation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  serious  problems  of  hurricane  tidal  flooding  and 
beach  erosion  have  been  noted  by  the  committee.  It  considers  that 
the  proposed  improvements  are  urgently  needed. 

White  Oak  Bayou,  Tex.  (Buffalo  Bayou) 

(H.  Doc.  169,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — White  Oak  Bayou  is  a  tributary  of  Buffalo  Bayou  in  the 
San  Jacinto  River  Basin.  The  bayou,  with  a  drainage  area  of  about 
113  square  miles,  lies  within  Harris  County  in  and  near  the  city  of 
Houston. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of 
Representatives,  adopted  April  20,  1948. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  flood  control  project  for 
Buffalo  Bayou  and  its  tributaries  above  the  Houston  turning  basin 
provides  for  the  construction  of  Barker  Dam  and  Reservoir  and 
Addicks  Dam  and  Reservoir  near  Houston;  and  for  rectification  of  the 
channels  of  Buffalo,  Brays,  and  White  Oak  Bayous  in  Houston.  The 
authorized  channel  rectification  of  White  Oak  Bayou  from  its 
mouth  to  channel  mile  8.5  is  in  the  preconstruction  planning  stage. 
An  existing  navigation  project  for  the  Houston  ship  channel  provides 
for  a  deep-draft  channel,  300  to  400  feet  wide  and  36  to  40  feet  deep, 
extending  from  Bolivar  Roads  at  the  lower  end  of  Galveston  Bay,  via 
the  San  Jacinto  River  and  Buffalo  Bayou,  to  the  Houston  turning 
basin,  about  55  miles  inland  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Flood  problem. — The  present  channel  capacity  of  White  Oak  Bayou 
at  the  Burlington-Rock  Island  Railroad  bridge  is  estimated  at  10,000 
cubic  feet  per  second.  The  largest  flood  of  record  in  December  1935 
produced  a  discharge  of  14,750  cubic  feet  per  second.  The  average 
annual  damages  under  existing  conditions  are  estimated  at  $91,000 
and  for  conditions  of  full  development,  at  $113,000. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  for 
the  2.1-mile  reach  of  White  Oak  Bayou  from  the  Burlington-Rock 
Island  Railroad  bridge  to  Cole  Creek  would  provide  for  enlargement 
and  partial  concrete  lining  of  the  channel  to  contain  the  runoff  resulting 
from  the  occurrence  of  a  standard  project  flood.  The  proposed  plan 
would  provide  the  same  degree  of  protection  to  this  portion  of  the 
urban  area  of  Houston  as  now  authorized  for  the  Federal  flood  control 
projects  for  Buffalo  Bayou,  Brays  Bayou,  and  the  lower  reach  of 
White  Oak  Bayou.  Damages  from  floods  larger  than  the  design 
flood  would  be  substantially  reduced.  The  work  would  include 
alteration  of  1  highway  bridge  and  1  footbridge;  construction  of  2  new 
highway  bridges;  and  relocation  of  6  pipelines  and  sewerlines,  1 
telephone  conduit  structure,  and  22  drainage  structures. 
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Estimated  cost  ( December  1963  'prices ) 

Federal _  $1,  800,  000 

Non-Federal _  670,  000 

Total _  2,  470,  000 


Total _  2,  470,  000 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . . . . . 

$57, 000 

0 

$21, 000 
4,000 

$78, 000 
4,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

67, 000 

25, 000 

82, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Damages  prevented _ 

100, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  spoil-disposal  areas  necessary 
for  construction  of  the  project;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  all  relocations  and  alterations  of  bridges,  except  railroad 
bridges,  and  of  all  buildings,  structures,  pipelines,  sewers,  and  utilities 
made  necessary  by  construction  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works ;  main¬ 
tain  and  operate  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  establish  and 
enforce  building  limit  lines  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  along 
the  improved  channel.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willing¬ 
ness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  views  this  project  as  a  desirable  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  flood  control  program  in  the  rapidly  growing  metropolitan 
area  of  Houston. 

Willow  Creek,  Oreg. 

(H.  Doc.  233,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Willow  Creek  and  its  tributaries  drain  an  area  of  about 
890  square  miles  within  Morrow  and  Gilliam  Counties  in  north-central 
Oregon. 

Authority. — Flood  Control  Act  approved  August  28,  1937. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  on  Willow 
Creek.  The  cities  of  Heppner,  Lexington,  and  lone  have  made 
channel  improvements  on  Willow  Creek.  There  are  numerous  small 
private  irrigation  diversions  in  the  area. 

Flood  problem. — The  city  of  Heppner  is  in  a  location  of  high  potential 
damage  from  cloudburst- type  flood.  The  flood  of  1903  destroyed 
about  one-third  of  the  city  and  drowned  247  people  out  of  a  population 
of  approximately  1,200.  In  addition  to  the  flood  potential,  the 
adverse  seasonal  distribution  of  rainfall  causes  water  resource  prob¬ 
lems  relating  to  water  quality,  irrigation,  and  municipal  and  industrial 
water. 
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Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  multiple-purpose  dam  and  reservoir  on  Willow  Creek 
below  Balm  Fork  and  immediately  upstream  of  Heppner,  accom¬ 
panied  by  an  improved  channel  through  the  city  of  Heppner,  for 
flood  control,  irrigation,  municipal  and  industrial  water  supply,  water 
quality  control,  and  facilities  for  sports  fishing,  wildlife,  and  recrea¬ 
tion.  The  reservoir  would  have  a  total  capacity  of  11,500  acre-feet. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1963 ) 

Federal _ 1  $6,  680,  000 

Non-Fed eral _  10,  000 


Total _  6,  690,  000 

i  Net  cost  to  the  United  States  is  $4,345,000  after  reimbursement  by  local  interests  of  costs  apportioned  to 
them  for  irrigation  ($2,206,000),  water  supply  storage  ($72,000),  and  recreation  ($57,000). 


Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  (Federal) _ 

Maintenance,  operation,  and  replacement  (non-Federal)) . 


$222,  100 
4,  900 
6,  100 


Total 


233,  100 


Annual  benefits: 

Flood  control _  130,  800 

Water  supply _  2,  400 

Irrigation _  85,  900 

Recreation _  53,  400 

Water  quality  control _  7,  300 


Total 


279,  800 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  and 
relocations  for  the  channel  through  Heppner;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  for  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation 
of  the  channel  through  Heppner;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  water  right  claims;  prevent  encroachment  on  the  channel  down¬ 
stream  of  the  dam;  repay  the  construction  costs  and  operation, 
maintenance,  and  replacement  costs  allocated  to  irrigation  presently 
estimated  at  $2,206,000  and  $1,090,  respectively;  repay  the  costs 
allocated  to  water  supply  presently  estimated  at  $72,000  for  construc¬ 
tion  and  a  nominal  amount  for  operation,  maintenance  and  replace¬ 
ment;  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  one-half  the  separable  costs 
allocated  to  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  presently 
estimated  at  $57,000;  administer  project  land  and  water  areas  for 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement;  and  bear  all  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  recreation  and  fish  and 
wildlife  lands  and  facilities  presently  estimated  at  $5,000  annually. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  obligation. 

Remarks. — The  grave  flood  hazard  at  Heppner  warrants  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  project  to  protect  life  and  property. 
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Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Madison  County,  III. 

(H.  Doc.  150,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District  is  in 
southwestern  Illinois  along  the  left  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River, 
about  15  miles  upstream  from  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  Committees 
on  Public  Works,  adopted  July  18  and  August  20,  1957,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  protection 
against  floods  on  the  Mississippi  River  and  tributary  streams  by  con¬ 
struction  of  22  miles  of  levee  with  appurtenant  works  for  seepage 
control,  closure  structures  for  transportation  routes,  and  pumping 
stations  to  remove  blocked  drainage  from  urban  and  industrial  areas. 

Flood  problem. — Flooding  still  occurs  on  low-lying  segments  of 
agricultural  and  undeveloped  lands  within  the  leveed  area  due  to 
interior  runoff  from  local  storms.  Closure  of  the  gravity  outlets 
through  the  levee  during  high  stages  on  the  Mississippi  River  causes 
ponding  with  damages  to  agricultural  lands,  including  1,300  acres 
in  the  vicinity  of  Grassy  Lake.  About  900  acres  adjacent  to  the  hills 
in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  area  are  subject  to  flooding  from  the 
hillside  runoff. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -Construction  of  a  pumping 
plant  with  collector  ditches  to  remove  impounded  runoff  in  the 
vicinity  of  Grassy  Lake. 

Estimated,  cost  {price  level,  July  1962) 

Federal _ _ _ $179,000 

Non-Federal _  14,  000 

Total _ _ _  193,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$5,  500 

$500 
3,  400 
200 

$6,000 

3,400 

200 

Loss  of  production _ I _ 

Total _ 

5,500 

4, 100 

9,600 

Annual  benefits: 

12,200 

7,900 

Increased  productivity _ 

20, 100 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
for  construction;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages; 
maintain  and  operate,  and  prevent  encroachment  on  improved  chan¬ 
nels  or  ponding  areas,  and  if  ponding  areas  and  capacities  are  impaired, 
provide  substitute  storage  or  equivalent  pumping  capacity  promptly 
without  cost  to  the  United  States.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  the  recommended  work  an 
important  and  necessary  addition  to  an  existing  flood  control  project. 

Yuba  River  Basin  (Bullards  Bar  Project),  California 
(H.  Doc.  180,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Yuba  River  rises  in  north-central  California  on  the 
western  slope  of  the  Sierra  Nevada  and  flows  in  a  southwesterly  direc¬ 
tion  to  enter  the  Feather  River  at  Marysville,  Calif. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  23,  1956. 

Existing  project. — -The  existing  Federal  project  for  flood  control 
provides  for  levees  along  Yuba  River  and  around  the  city  of  Marys¬ 
ville,  and  Englebright  Dam  for  hydraulic  debris  retention. 

Flood  problem.- — The  Yuba  River  Basin  has  experienced  numerous 
major  floods.  The  1955  flood  resulted  in  the  loss  of  40  lives,  evacua¬ 
tion  of  30,000  people,  inundation  of  dwellings  and  loss  of  livestock, 
causing  in  excess  of  $50  million  in  damages. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.— Federal  participation  in  the 
construction  cost  of  the  new  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and  Reservoir,  in 
recognition  of  the  flood  control  accomplishments  thereof,  by  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  Yuba  County  Water  Agency  an  amount  equivalent 
to  11.5  percent  of  the  actual  construction  cost  exclusive  of  the  cost  for 
power  and  recreation  facilities  and  the  expenditure  of  an  additional 
amount  by  the  Federal  Government  for  engineering  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  funds;  the  total  Federal  contribution  not  to  exceed  $17,700,000. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 

Federal _  1  $8,  979,  000 

Non-Federal _  143,  431,  000 

Total _  152,  410,  000 

1  Consists  of  $8,679,000  casli  contribution  to  the  Vuba  County  Water  Agency  and  $300,000  for  Federal  cost 
engineering,  design,  supervision,  and  administration  of  funds. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _  _ 

$276, 000 
i  20, 000 

$4, 769, 000 
893, 000 

$5, 045, 000 
913, 000 

Maintenance  and  operations _ _ _ _  _ 

Total _  _ 

296, 000 

5, 662, 000 

5, 958, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  _ __ 

630,000 
8, 776, 000 
1, 887, 000 
230, 000 

Power.  _  _ _ _ _ 

Irrigation . . . . .  __ . 

Recreation  _  . .  ...  _ _  _  .  .  _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

11, 523, 000 

1  Present  worth  of  $632,000  to  be  paid  in  lump  sum  to  Yuba  County  Water  Agency. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — -Project,  1.9;  flood  control,  2.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  making  the  monetary  contribution  or 
any  part  thereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Yuba  County 
Water  Agency  enter  into  an  agreement  providing  for  operation  of  the 
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new  Bullards  Bar  Reservoir  in  a  manner  that  will  produce  the  flood 
control  benefits  upon  which  the  monetary  contribution  is  predicated. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However, 
the  Bureau  notes  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
have  been  formulated  on  the  basis  of  a  3  percent  interest  rate.  While 
use  of  the  presently  prescribed  interest  rate  of  3%  percent  would  result 
in  no  appreciable  change  in  the  benefit-cost  ratio,  nor  in  the  recom¬ 
mended  Federal  share  of  project  cost,  use  of  this  current  interest 
rate  would  reduce  the  maximum  Federal  share  by  $1  million.  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  the  maximum  Federal  con¬ 
tribution  be  set  at  $17,700,000. 

Recommendations  oj  the  Secretary  ojthe  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  concurs  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  recom¬ 
mends  Federal  participation  in  the  construction  cost  of  the  project 
as  proposed  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  with  the  maximum  Federal 
contribution  limited  to  $17,700,000. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  1955  flood  in  the  Yuba 
River  Basin  resulted  in  the  loss  of  40  lives  and  caused  damages  in 
excess  of  $50  million.  The  multiple-purpose  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and 
Reservoir  to  be  built  by  the  Yuba  County  Water  Agency  will  provide 
urgently  needed  flood  protection  on  the  Yuba  and  lower  Feather 
Rivers  when  operated  in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army.  The  committee  believes  that  the  proposed  Federal 
monetary  contribution  to  the  Yuba  County  Water  Agency  and 
expenditure  for  attendant  engineering,  design,  supervision,  and 
administration  is  well  justified. 

Zumbro  River,  Minn. 

(H.  Doc.  246,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Zumbro  River,  a  west-bank  tributary  of  the  Mississippi 
River,  drains  1,402  square  miles  in  southeastern  Minnesota  and  enters 
the  Mississippi  River  about  70  miles  southeast  of  St.  Paul,  Minn. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  March  5,  1952. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  existing  flood-control  projects 
constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  the  Zumbro  River  Basin. 

Flood  problem.- — High  flows  on  the  Zumbro  River  cause  substantial 
flood  damages  in  the  reach  from  Kellogg  to  the  mouth.  Floodflows 
destroy  crops  and  damage  farm  buildings,  machinery,  fences,  and  local 
roads. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  improvement  of 
Zumbro  River,  below  Kellogg,  Minn.,  for  flood  control  by  construction 
of  setback  levees  with  11,000  feet  on  the  north  bank  and  12,360 
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feet  along  the  south  bank,  excavation  of  channel  cutoffs,  the  upper 
cutoff  3,800  feet  long  and  the  lower  3,170  feet  long,  and  protection  of  the 
riverbank  with  riprap. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1962 ) 

Federal _ $975,000 

Non-Federal _  73,  000 

Total _ _ _ 1,  048,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

$37, 100 

$2, 700 
2, 500 

$39,800 

2,500 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

37, 100 

5, 200 

42, 300 

Annual  benefits :  Damages  prevented _ 

54,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  of 
the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due 
to  the  construction  works;  contribute  in  cash  an  amount  equal  to  1.5 
percent  of  the  actual  cost  of  construction,  presently  estimated  at 
$15,000,  necessary  for  widening  of  levees  to  provide  for  roadway, 
such  contribution  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  commencement 
of  construction,  the  final  allocation  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual 
costs  are  known;  maintain  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  make  at 
their  own  expense  any  necessary  alterations  to  utilities  and  highways, 
highway  bridges  and  approaches;  and  prevent  encroachments  which 
would  reduce  the  flood-carrying  capacity  of  the  improved  Zumbro 
River  channel  and  the  area  between  the  levees.  Local  interests  are 
willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

State  of  Minnesota:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -High  flows  in  the  Zumbro  River  cause  substantial  flood 
damages  in  the  reach  from  Kellogg  to  the  mouth.  The  committee 
notes  that  these  improvements  will  alleviate  this  damage. 

SECTION  205 

The  present  authorization  for  a  Federal  local  flood  protection  at 
Chillicothe,  Ohio,  provides  that  construction  shall  be  dependent 
upon  construction  and  operation  of  four  authorized  upstream  Federal 
flood  control  reservoirs.  This  section  provides  that  construction 
of  the  works  at  Chillicothe  may  be  undertaken  at  such  time  as  the 
four  reservoirs  in  the  Federal  plan  are  under  construction.  It  also 
provides  that  in  the  event  that  the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  reser¬ 
voir  units  of  the  plan  are  constructed  by  an  agency  other  than  the 
Federal  Government,  that  agency  shall  provide  assurances  that  flood 
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control  storage  and  operation  thereof  will  be  in  conformity  with  the 
plan  for  the  Scioto  River  basin  set  forth  in  House  Document  No.  587, 
87th  Congress.  The  purpose  of  the  section  is  to  facilitate  under¬ 
taking  of  needed  local  flood  protection  at  Chillicothe,  with  assurance 
that  essential  upstream  flood  control  storage  is  under  construction  and 
will  be  operated  effectively,  either  by  the  Federal  Government  alone, 
or  by  the  Federal  Government  and  non-Federal  interests. 

SECTION  206 

This  section  authorizes  a  comprehensive  study  for  development  and 
use  of  the  water  and  related  resources  of  southeastern  Michigan.  The 
committee  considers  this  to  be  a  desirable  study. 

SECTION  207 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  make  surveys  for  flood  control  and  related 
purposes  in  certain  localities  through  the  Nation.  The  bill  names  the 
specific  localities. 

SECTION  208 

This  section  provides  for  reauthorization  of  the  project  for  local 
protection  on  the  Yakima  River  at  Ellensburg,  Wash.,  by  extending 
the  date  of  project  authority  expiration.  A  formal  request  for  re¬ 
quired  assurances  was  made  to  local  interests  on  June  10,  1960. 
Since  assurances  were  not  furnished,  authorization  for  the  project 
expired  on  June  10,  1965,  in  accordance  with  section  201  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1950,  which  act  initially  authorized  the  project. 

Since  development  of  the  levee  plan  the  Washington  State  Highway 
Commission  has  decided  to  occupy  the  same  general  area  with  its 
relocation  of  Interstate  Highway  90,  formerly  U.S.  10.  Preliminary 
estimates  indicate  that  a  combined  plan  for  the  highway  and  the  levee 
system  would  produce  savings  for  both  projects  and  possibly  increase 
benefits.  Additional  time  would  be  provided  to  develop  the  coordi¬ 
nated  highway-flood  control  plan  and  to  permit  local  interests  to 
determine  their  costs  in  connection  with  the  revised  plan.  The 
authorization  would  extend  this  project  5  additional  years  to  June  10, 
1970. 

SECTION  209 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  replace  the  roads  described  and  set  forth 
in  the  provisions  of  contract  numbered  DA-41-443-eng-939  with  Hill 
County,  Tex.,  which  are  subject  to  flooding  due  to  construction  and 
operation  of  the  Whitney  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Whitney,  Tex. 
The  committee  considers  it  equitable  for  the  United  States  to  do  this 
since  the  present  roads  do  not  afford  adequate  service. 

SECTION  210 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  provide  for  conveyance  to  the 
Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  &  Adults,  Inc.,  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  certain  lands  presently  under 
lease  to  the  society  at  the  Old  Hickory  lock  and  dam  project,  Cumber- 


148 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


land  River,  Tenn.  The  land  is  used  for  recreation  and  camping.  The 
section  provides  that  title  to  the  property  authorized  to  be  conveyed 
to  the  society  shall  revert  to  the  United  States  and  that  the  United 
States  shall  have  right  of  immediate  entry  thereon  if  the  society  shall 
ever  cease  to  use  the  property  for  recreation  and  camping  purposes. 

SECTION  211 

This  section  designates  the  authorized  Justice  Reservoir  on  the 
Guyandot  River,  W.  Va.,  as  the  R.  D.  Bailey  Reservoir. 

SECTION  212 

This  section  authorizes  a  monetary  contribution  toward  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  the  water  resource  project  proposed  to  be  constructed 
on  Calispell  Creek,  Wash.,  by  the  Pend  Oreille  County  Public  Utility 
District  No.  1.  The  contribution  would  be  in  recognition  of  the  flood 
control  accomplishment  of  the  project  and  would  be  in  an  amount  to 
be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  subject  to  a  finding  by 
the  Secretary,  approved  by  the  President,  of  economic  justification 
for  the  amount  allocated  to  flood  control,  and  subject  to  agreement 
for  operation  of  the  proposed  project  in  such  manner  as  will  produce 
the  flood  control  benefits  upon  which  the  contribution  is  based. 

SECTION  213 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of  New  York  in 
the  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans  for  the  development  of  the 
water  resources  of  drainage  basins  wholly  within  that  State.  Under 
State  law  regional  boards  composed  of  leading  citizens  of  such  basins 
are  being  established  to  provide  leadership  and  insure  local  support 
for  proper  resource  use.  Six  departments  of  the  State  government 
are  participating  and  extending  technical  assistance  to  these  boards. 
The  State  has  requested  that  certain  Federal  agencies  also  participate 
in  order  that  Federal  and  State  plans  shall  be  properly  coordinated, 
and  so  that  the  basin  plans  shall  encompass,  as  integral  components, 
those  projects  and  programs  which  will  subsequently  be  carried  out 
under  Federal  programs.  This  section  authorizes  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  in  planning  only  and  does  not  authorize  Federal  participation  in 
the  carrying  out  of  any  plans  developed  as  a  result  of  this  authority. 

The  committee  feels  that  careful  coordination  of  Federal,  State,  and 
local  activities  is  desirable  and  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  should  have 
authority  to  cooperate  with  the  other  agendes  that  are  participating  in 
these  planning  efforts.  In  this  connection,  the  committee  notes  that 
the  agencies  of  the  State  of  New  York  are  cooperating  with  the  Federal 
agencies  in  the  development  of  comprehensive  plans  for  river  basins 
which  extend  into  other  States. 

SECTION  214 

The  act  approved  September  14,  1961  (75  Stat.  509;  16  U.S.C. 
460d (1)),  authorized  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  when  he  determines 
such  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  to  adjust  the  rental  or  other  con¬ 
sideration  of  any  lease  entered  into  prior  to  November  1,  1956,  pro- 
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viding  for  construction  and  operation  of  commercial  recreational 
facilities  at  water  resource  development  projects  under  his  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  At  that  time  it  was  considered  that,  since  lessees  were  offered 
the  option  of  a  renegotiation  clause  in  leases  entered  into  after  Novem¬ 
ber  1,  1956,  the  renegotiation  authorization  should  be  limited  to 
leases  made  prior  to  that  date.  However,  renegotiation  clauses  have 
not  been  included  in  all  subsequent  leases.  The  purpose  of  this 
section  is  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  adjust  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  any  lease  for  such  purposes  entered  into  after  November  1, 
1956. 

SECTION  215 

This  section  provides  authorization  for  a  survey  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of,  and  the  extent  of  Federal  interest  in,  measures  for 
waste  disposal  and  water  quality  control  and  allied  purposes  in  San 
Francisco  Bay,  including  San  Pablo  Bay,  Suisun  Bay,  and  other 
adjacent  bays  and  tributaries  thereto. 

SECTION  216 

The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  constructing  the  Milford  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  project  on  the  Republican  River,  Kans.,  in  accordance  with  the 
comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  the  Mis¬ 
souri  River  Basin  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  September 
3,  1954.  In  this  connection  it  will  be  necessary  to  acquire  and  to 
relocate  portions  of  the  rights-of-way  and  facilities  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  Co.  branch  line  between  Junction  City  and  Con¬ 
cordia,  Kans.  A  preliminary  investigation  indicates  that  improve¬ 
ments  have  been  constructed  by  at  least  11  lessees  on  rights-of-way 
of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  which  will  be  affected  by  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Milford  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  will  be  required 
to  remove  their  improvements.  The  value  of  such  improvements  is 
approximately  $101,500. 

This  section  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  pay 
fair  value  for  improvements  located  on  the  railroad  rights-of-way 
owned  by  bona  fide  lessees  or  permittees  where  such  improvements 
have  been  or  will  be  rendered  inoperative  or  be  otherwise  affected 
by  the  construction  of  the  Milford  Dam  and  Reservoir  project.  The 
fair  value  of  such  improvements  would  be  determined  either  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  or  by  the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District 
of  Kansas  on  which  is  conferred  jurisdiction  for  this  purpose. 

The  committee  considers  that  it  is  equitable  in  this  instance  for 
the  United  States  to  reimburse  such  lessees  and  permittees  for  their 
losses. 

SECTION  217 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  reimburse  any 
common  carrier  by  railroad  for  the  cost  of  protective  works  con¬ 
structed  by  such  carrier  during  the  years  1965  and  1966  along  the 
banks  of  the  Eel  River,  Calif.,  to  deter  recurrence  of  damage  to  such 
banks  by  floods  or  high  water.  The  maximum  reimbursement  for 
such  work  would  be  $3  million.  The  committee  believes  reimburse¬ 
ment  would  be  in  the  public  interest. 
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SECTION  218 

This  section  would  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  to  accept  requests  for  work 
and  services  from  other  Federal  agencies  and  departments,  and  to 
perform  all  or  any  part  of  such  work  or  services  by  contract. 

The  committee  is  aware  of  instances  in  the  past  where  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  could  not  perform  requested  work  or  services  for  other 
Federal  agencies  because  of  the  lack  of  authority  to  contract  despite 
the  fact  that  it  had  sufficient  capability  and  in  some  instances  was 
actually  performing  similar  work  in  the  area. 

The  committee  believes  that  it  would  be  in  the  public  interest  that 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  be  in  a  position  to  accept  such  requests  from 
other  Federal  agencies  and  departments. 

SECTION  219 

This  section  would  raise  the  ceiling  on  annual  allotment  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  program  of  flood  plain  information  studies  from 
$1  million  to  $2,500,000. 

The  requests  by  States  and  local  governmental  agencies  for  the 
information  provided  under  this  program  has  greatly  increased.  The 
backlog  of  approved  applications  for  studies  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year 
1965  was  such  that  it  would  take  nearly  4  years  to  accomplish  them 
at  the  currently  authorized  rate.  Appreciation  of  the  value  of  planning 
for  proper  use  and  control  of  flood  plain  lands  is  growing  rapidly,  and 
it  is  anticipated  that  the  backlog  will  continue  to  grow  unless  an 
increase  in  appropriations  is  authorized.  The  committee  is  convinced 
that  the  proposed  change  is  necessary. 

SECTION  220 

The  committee  is  particularly  pleased  to  designate  the  Joanna 
Reservoir  on  the  Salt  River  in  Missouri  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam 
and  Reservoir  as  a  token  of  the  esteem  in  which  our  late  colleague  was 
held. 

SECTION  221 

This  section  provides  that  title  II  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1965.” 

Analysis  of  Title  III 

SECTION  301 

This  section  summarizes  the  project  authorizations  for  navigation 
and  beach  erosion  control  works  in  title  III.  The  initial  table  lists 
the  projects,  project  document  numbers,  and  estimated  Federal  costs. 
Pertinent  information  follows  for  each  project. 
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NAVIGATION  PROJECTS 


Projects 


Document  No. 


Federal  cost  of 
new  work 


Alpena  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Ala _ 

Bodega  Bay,  Calif _ 

Broward  County,  Fla _ _ _ _ _ 

Burns  Waterway,  Ind _ _ 

Cape  Fear  River,  N.C _ _ _ 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor _ 

Chetco  River,  Oreg _ 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Tex _ 

Crescent  City,  Calif _ 

East  Pass  Channel  to  Gulf  of  Mexico,  Fla _ 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Wash _ _ 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Hampton  Creek,  Va _ _ _ _ 

Hawaiian  Islands  (coast  of)  for  small  craft,  Hawaii _ 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii _ 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point,  Oahu,  Hawaii _ 

Houston  ship  channel  (Green  Bayou),  Tex _ _ 

Indiana  Harbor,  Ind _ _ _ 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Fla _ 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii _ 

Lexington  Harbor,  Mich _ 

Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Mermantau  River,  La _ 

Norfolk  Harbor  and  Thimble  Shoals,  Va _ 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels,  N.Y.  and  N.J _ 

New  York  Harbor  anchorages,  New  York _ 

Oceanside  Harbor,  Calif. .. _ _ 

Potomac  River  debris  removal,  Maryland  and  Virginia.. 

Perdido  pass  channel,  Ala _ 

Ponce  De  Leon  Inlet,  Fla _ 

Port  Orford,  Oreg _ 

Providence  River  and  Harbor.  R.I _ ; _ 

Rocky  River  and  Harbor,  Ohio _ 

Rondout  Harbor,  N.Y _ 

Saginaw  River,  Mich _ 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  Calif _ _ _ 

San  Luis  Harbor  (Port  San  Luis),  Calif _ 

Savannah  Harbor,  Ga _ 

Shrewsbury  River,  N.J _ 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oreg _ 

Tred  Avon  River,  Md _ 

Trinity  River,  Tex _ _ _ 

West  Harbor,  Ohio _ _ 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Mass _ 


II.  151,  88th  Cong. 
H.  269,  89th  Cong. 
H.  327,  88th  Cong. 
H.  106,  89th  Cong. 
H.  91,  89th  Cong.. 
H.  160,  88th  Cong. 
H.  252,  89th  Cong. 
H.  248, 89th  Cong. 
H.  143, 89th  Cong 
S.  21,  89th  Cong... 
H.  217,  89th  Cong. 
II.  264,  89th  Cong. 
H.  194,  88th  Cong 
H.  147,  88th  Cong. 
S.  16,  89th  Cong... 
H.  201,  89th  Cong 
H.  353,  88th  Cong 
H.  68,  89th  Cong. 
II.  93,89th  Cong. 
H.  257,  89th  Cong. 
H.  227, 89th  Cong. 
H.  214,  89th  Cong. 
H.  75,  89th  Cong. 
H.  301,  88th  Cong. 


H.  239,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  187,  89th  Cong _ 

PI.  108,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  17,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  76,  89th  Cong _ _ 

H.  286.  89th  Cong _ 

S.  94,  88th  Cong _ _ 

H.  74,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  62,  88th  Cong _ 

S.  93,  88th  Cong . . . 

H.  352,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  288,  89th  Cong _ _ 

H.  240,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  208,  89th  Cong... . . 

H.  148,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  226,  89th  and  H.  263.  89th 
Cong. 

H.  274,  89th  Cong _ 

S.  43,  89th  Cong . . 

H.  225,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  276,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  245,  88th  Cong _ 

H.  247,  88th  Cong _ 


$806, 000 
1, 840, 000 
262, 000 
853, 000 
1, 093, 000 
25, 000, 000 
1, 510, 000 
664, 000 
7, 095, 000 
1, 308, 000 
1, 254, 000 
1, 980, 000 
1, 151, 000 
(0 

237,000 

0) 

4,  737, 000 
680,  000 
9, 928, 000 
470,  000 
96,  000 
8, 484, 000 
2, 291, 000 
570, 000 

(2) 

2,  690, 000 
25, 600,  000 
2, 581, 000 
44. 852, 000 


625, 000 
1,104,000 
696,  000 
13, 900,  000 
235,  000 
20,  000 
437,  000 
46, 853, 000 
0, 360, 000 
13, 669, 000 

4,  090, 000 
9, 000, 000 
323, 000 
83, 000, 000 
544, 000 
12,  500,  000 


Total  navigation,  47  projects. 


341, 388, 000 


BEACH  EROSION  PROJECTS 


Atlantic  City,  N.J _  _ _ _ 

H.  325,  88th  Cong.  . 

(3) 

340,  000 
2, 266, 000 
392, 000 
220, 000 
572,000 
319, 000 
82, 000 
2, 490, 000 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  R.I  _ 

H.  228,  89th  Cong _ 

H.  273,  89th  Cong.  ._  _ _ 

Evanston,  Ill  _ _ _ _ _ 

H.  159,89th  Cong _ 

H.  84,  89th  Cong _ _ __ 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Hawaii  __ _ _ 

H.  107,  89th  Cong . 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  S.C _  __  _ __ 

H.  323, 88th  Cong _ _  .  ... 

Perth  Amboy,  N.J  _  _ _ _ 

H.  186,  89th  Cong _ 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii.. _ _ 

H.  104,  89th  Cong _  . 

Total,  beach  erosion  control,  9  projects.  _ 

6, 681, 000 

348, 069, 000 

1  Maintenance  only. 

2  To  be  determined. 

t  Beach  nourishment  only. 
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Navigation  Projects 
Alpena  Harbor,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  151,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.— Alpena  Harbor,  Mich.,  is  on  the  northwest  shore  of 
Thunder  Bay,  a  large  indentation  on  the  western  shore  of  Lake 
Huron. 

Authority.- — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  Senate,  May  18,  1956,  and  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  House  of  Representatives,  June  27,  1956. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  chan¬ 
nels  varying  from  15  to  21  feet  deep;  a  turning  basin  opposite  the 
Fletcher  Paper  Co.  dock,  15  feet  deep  and  about  3.7  acres;  and  a  rubble 
mound  breakwater  970  feet  long  on  the  south  side  of  and  parallel  to 
the  river  entrance  channel  and  extending  from  shore. 

Navigation  problem. — There  are  inadequate  depths  in  the  channel 
for  economical  operation  of  large  modern  self-unloading  vessels  and 
an  appropriate  turning  basin  for  these  vessels  is  needed. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  bay  channel  24  feet  deep  and 
200  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Thunder  Bay  to  a  point  300  feet 
lakeward  of  the  Alpena  Light;  thence  an  entrance  channel  23  feet 
deep  narrowing  to  a  width  of  100  feet  at  a  point  700  feet  upstream  of 
the  light;  thence  a  river  channel  22  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  to  the 
Second  Avenue  Bridge;  a  turning  basin  18  feet  deep,  trapezoidal  in 
shape,  with  a  maximum  width  of  700  feet  including  the  channel 
width  and  a  maximum  length  of  900  feet  along  the  channel  line,  in¬ 
cluding  the  removal  of  the  existing  rubble  breakwater;  and  a  break¬ 
water  paralleling  the  lakeward  side  of  the  new  turning  basin. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1962) 

Federal _ $695,  000 

Non-Federal _  33,  000 

Total _  728,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$25, 300 
2,600 

$1, 500 

$26, 800 
2, 600 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Total. _ _ 

27, 900 

1,500 

29,400 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings . . 

41, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  neces¬ 
sary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the 
costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
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from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  im¬ 
provement;  provide  the  necessary  terminal  facilities  at  the  Abitibi 
Corp.  to  accommodate  the  prospective  commerce  considered  in  this 
report;  and  when  and  where  necessary  dredge  and  maintain  the  areas 
between  the  Federal  improvement  and  terminal  facilities  to  depths 
commensurate  with  the  improved  Federal  channel.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  navigation  facilities  are 
inadequate  to  permit  economical  operation  of  the  large  vessels  using 
the  harbor.  The  committee  believes  that  in  order  to  compensate  for 
existing  low  water  levels  in  Lake  Huron,  an  additional  increment  of 
1  foot  in  channel  depth  should  be  provided.  The  estimated  Federal 
cost  is  $806,000  on  this  basis. 

Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio 
(H.  Doc.  269,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio,  is  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake 
Erie  about  59  miles  easterly  of  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  27  June 
1956  and  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolution  18  May  1956. 

Existing  Projects. — Provides  for  an  outer  harbor  protected  by  two 
breakwaters  both  generally  of  rubblemound  construction;  the  removal 
of  250  feet  of  the  old  inner  east  breakwater  and  of  such  additional 
lengths  as  may  be  necessary;  an  entrance  channel  29  feet  deep  between 
the  existing  breakwaters;  a  channel  28  feet  deep  through  the  outer 
harbor  to  the  old  inner  east  breakwater;  thence  27  feet  deep  inside 
the  inner  breakwater  to  the  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.’s  Minne¬ 
sota  slip  and  to  a  point  2,000  feet  upstream  from  the  mouth  of  Ash¬ 
tabula  River;  an  irregularly  shaped  turning  basin  22  feet  deep  in  the 
easterly  portion  of  the  outer  harbor;  an  access  channel  leading  south¬ 
eastward  from  the  present  harbor  entrance  and  terminating  in  a 
basin  adjacent  to  the  east  outer  harbor  terminals,  all  25  feet  deep; 
a  modified  approach  channel,  28  feet  deep,  to  the  New  York  Central 
Railroad  Co.’s  Minnesota  slip  at  such  time  as  the  authorized  condi¬ 
tional  removal  of  250  feet  of  the  inner  breakwater  is  accomplished; 
a  channel  18  feet  deep  in  Ashtabula  River,  from  the  terminus  of  the 
27-foot  channel  to  the  upper  car  ferry  slip;  and  thence  16  feet  to  the 
upstream  project  limit. 

Navigation  problem. — -Present  controlling  depths  in  east  outer 
harbor  are  inadequate  to  accommodate  modern  vessels  desirous  of  using 
depths  to  be  available  in  connecting  channels  and  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  the 
east  outer  harbor  to  depths  of  28  feet  in  soft  material,  and  29  feet  in 
hard  material. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level,  December  1964 ) 


Federal _ 1 _ $1,  840,  000 

Non-Federal _ 

Total _ _ _  1,  840,  000 


Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $75,  500 

Maintenance _  6,  000 


Total _  81,  500 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _  125,  900 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation.— Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  improvement; 
and  provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths 
in  berthing  areas  adjacent  to  the  east  outer  harbor  piers  and  the 
access  thereto  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  related 
project  areas. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  need  for  deepening  the  east 
outer  harbor  to  accommodate  modern  vessels. 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Ala. 

(H.  Doc.  327,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.— Bayou  La  Batre  is  located  on  the  gulf  coast  of  Alabama 
about  30  miles  southwest  of  Mobile,  Ala. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works  Committees 
of  the  Senate  on  May  24,  1960,  and  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  June  30,  1960. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  navigation  channel  of  9-foot  depth 
and  100-foot  width  from  Mississippi  Sound  and  up  Bayou  La  Batre, 
an  overall  distance  of  about  24,000  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — Fully  loaded  fishing  boats  are  damaged  by 
groundings  in  the  present  channel.  Deeper  channels  are  needed  also 
to  accommodate  larger  more  efficient  commercial  fishing  vessels 
operating  along  the  gulf  coast. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Project  to  be  modified  to 
provide  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  from  Mississippi 
Soimd  to  a  point  about  2,800  feet  below  the  highway  bridge  at  the 
town  of  Bayou  La  Batre,  thence  narrowing  to  75  feet  at  the  same 
depth  to  the  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1963 ) 

Federal _ $262,  000 

Non-Federal _  2,  000 


Total 


264,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$10, 000 
25,  000 
1,000 

$10, 000 
25, 000 
1,000 

Maintenance  dredging _  _ _  _  _ _ 

Maintenance  of  navigational  aids _ _ 

Total  _ 

36, 000 

36,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  vessel  damage . .  . . 

9,000 
12, 500 
17, 000 

Savings  to  commercial  fishing _  __ 

Total  _ _ 

38, 500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages  due  to  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance;  provide  and 
maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  provide  and  maintain  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access 
channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  depths  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  related  project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  local  coop¬ 
eration. 

Comments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alabama:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  channel  into  Bayou  La 
Batre  is  unsafe  and  inadequate  to  accommodate  existing  navigation. 
The  project  will  alleviate  this  undesirable  situation. 

Bodega  Bay,  California 
(H.  Doc.  106,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Bodega  Bay  is  located  on  the  Pacific  coast  about  58 
miles  north  of  San  Francisco.  Bodega  Harbor  is  at  the  north  end 
and  separated  from  the  bay  by  a  sandspit  which  extends  westward 
from  the  mainland  toward  Bodega  Head. 

Authority. — Resolution,  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  June  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1943, 
provides  for  entrance  jetties  1,130  feet  and  1,650  feet  long;  a  bulkhead 
to  retain  the  sandspit;  an  entrance  channel  12  feet  deep  and  100  feet 
wide;  thence  a  channel  of  the  same  dimensions  to  the  town  of  Bodega 
Bay  and  southeasterly  along  the  shore  for  a  distance  of  4,200  feet, 
with  three  turning  basins.  The  total  length  of  channel  including  the 
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turning  basins  is  about  16,000  feet.  Local  interests  have  dredged  a 
mooring  area  along  the  north  shore  of  Doran  Beach  near  the  existing 
project  channel  for  the  accommodation  of  Coast  Guard  vessels.  They 
have  also  provided  terminal  and  moorage  facilities  as  needed. 

Navigation  ‘problem. — The  channel,  turning  basin,  and  moorage 
areas  at  the  town  of  Bodega  Bay  are  exposed  to  storm  waves  which 
cause  damage  to  vessels  and  piers.  There  is  also  need  for  additional 
facilities  for  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  rock  and  rip-rap  protected 
earth  mole  extending  from  the  shore  around  the  innermost  turning 
basin  and  paralleling  the  existing  channel  for  a  total  distance  of  4,500 
feet.  A  channel  10  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  on  the  north  side  of 
Doran  Beach  spit. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 


Mole 

Doran  Beach 
Channel 

Total 

Federal. _  _ 

$750,  000 
420,  000 

$103, 000 
103, 000 

$853,  000 
i  523,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ _  ... _ _ 

Total..,  ..  _ _ 

1, 170,  000 

206, 000 

1, 376,  000 

1  Cash  contribution. 

Project  economics 


Mole 

Doran  Beach 
Channel 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization _ ...  ....  _ 

$29, 000 
5,  000 

$4,  500 
10, 300 

$33,  500 
15, 300 

Maintenance. _ _ _  . 

Total  Federal _  _ _ _  ...  ... _ 

34, 000 

16, 000 

14,  800 

4,000 

48, 800 

20,  000 

Non-Federal: 

Interest  and  amortization . . . 

Total  annual  charges _  _ _ _  _ _ 

Annual  benefits: 

Commercial  fishing _ _ 

50, 000 

18, 800 

68,  800 

47,  000 
84,  000 

0 

40,  000 

47,  000 
124,  000 

Recreational  boating _ _ 

Total _ _ 

131,  000 

40,  000 

171,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _  .. 

2.6 

2.1 

2.5 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  prior  to  construction  36 
percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  mole  and  50  percent  of 
the  first  cost  of  dredging  the  Doran  Beach  Channel,  such  contributions 
being  presently  estimated  at  $420,000  and  $103,000,  respectively. 
Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way.  Hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages.  Provide  and  maintain  an  adequate 
service  frontage  and  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities 
at  each  location,  necessary  mooring  facilities  for  local  and  transient 
boats  with  adequate  depths  in  berthing  areas,  utilities,  access  roads 
and  parking  areas,  and  other  necessary  public  use  shore  facilities,  open 
to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to 
furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 
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Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  project  will  have  signifi¬ 
cant  commercial  benefits  in  addition  to  the  recreational  benefits. 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  91,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Broward  County  is  on  the  lower  east  coast  of  Florida 
about  300  miles  south  of  Jacksonville  and  about  30  miles  north  of 
Miami.  Hillsboro  Inlet  is  located  in  the  northern  part  of  Broward 
County. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  House  of  Representatives  on  June  27,  1956;  section  2  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3,  1930;  and  in  partial  response 
to  Public  Law  71,  84th  Congress. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Beach  erosion  and  navigation  problems. — At  a  number  of  locations 
along  the  shoreline  of  Broward  County  erosion  has  undermined  or  has 
threatened  to  undermine  shore-front  structures.  Recession  of  the 
shore  is  causing  the  loss  of  valuable  property.  Small  craft  incur 
damage  and  are  frequently  delayed  because  of  hazardous  conditions 
in  the  shallow  shifting  entrance  channel. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Improvements  for  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  in  Broward  County,  Fla.,  from  the  north  county  line  to 
Hillsboro  Inlet  and  from  Port  Everglades  to  the  south  county  line, 
and  a  combined  beach  erosion  control  and  navigation  improvement 
of  Hillsboro  Inlet  and  the  shore  south  thereof  to  Port  Everglades. 
The  beach  erosion  control  features  comprise  restoration  of  a  pro¬ 
tective  beach  to  a  general  width  of  100  feet  with  berm  elevation  of  10 
feet  above  mean  low  water  and  periodic  nourishment  thereof.  The 
navigation  features  would  provide  for  a  channel  8  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide  from  the  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  a  point  1,500  feet  ocean- 
ward  in  Hillsboro  Inlet,  thence  10  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide  to  deep 
water  in  the  Atlantic  Ocean;  jetties  on  the  nortn  and  south  sides  of 
the  ocean  entrance;  and  a  permanently  based  floating  dredge  to 
maintain  the  navigation  channel  and  transfer  sand  across  the  inlet 
with  the  provision  that  the  dredge  be  replaced  by  a  trestle-mounted 
sand-transfer  plant  if  experience  proves  the  dredge  to  be  unsatis¬ 
factory. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  August  1962 ) 

Federal _  $1,  093,  000 

Non-Federal _  4,  485,  000 


Total 


5,  578,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$41,900 
36, 700 
49. 400 

$170, 200 
43, 600 
251, 600 

$212, 100 
80, 300 
301,  000 

Total  _  _ 

128, 000 

465, 400 

593,400 

Annual  benefits: 

85, 000 
1, 690, 800 

Total  _ 

1, 775, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  toward  the  first  cost  of  providing 
the  recommended  improvements  for  navigation  and  beach  erosion 
control  in  the  amount  of  the  following  percentages  (exclusive  of 
navigation  aids,  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  preproject 
expenditures  by  local  interests  at  Pompano  Beach)  in  such  manner 
as  may  be  acceptable  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for  construction  to  be 
performed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  final  amount  to  be  ascer¬ 
tained  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined:  (1)  90.5  percent  of 
the  first  cost  of  the  recommended  beach  erosion  restoration  in  the 
reach  between  the  north  county  line  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  now  esti¬ 
mated  at  $833,000;  (2)  90  percent  of  the  first  cost  allocated  to  beach 
erosion  control  and  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  allocated  to  navigation 
in  the  combined  beach  erosion-navigation  project  between  Hillsboro 
Inlet  and  Port  Everglades,  estimated  at  $2,123,000  and  $337,000, 
raspectively ;  and  (3)  72.4  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the  recommended 
beach  restoration  in  the  reach  between  Port  Everglades  and  the 
south  county  line,  now  estimated  at  $1,115,000;  provide  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required 
for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  projects  and  for 
aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  and 
suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in 
the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil 
not  used  for  beach  nourishment,  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulk¬ 
heads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works; 
obtain  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  prior  to  commencement  of 
work  on  a  project,  of  detailed  plans  and  specifications  and  arrange¬ 
ments  for  prosecution  of  work  on  the  project,  if  local  interests  desire 
to  construct  the  beach  erosion  features;  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  during  the  economic  life  of  the 
project  they  will:  (1)  Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  that  may  be  attributed  to  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  the  projects;  (2)  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United 
States  an  adequate  public  landing  or  wharf  at  Hillsboro  Inlet  with 
provisions  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water, 
available  to  all  on  equal  terms;  (3)  establish  a  properly  constituted 
and  competent  nonprofit  public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  finan¬ 
cially  and  to  provide  and  operate  essential  local  facilities  for  navigation 
at  Hillsboro  Inlet  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  (4)  control  water  pollu¬ 
tion  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  (5) 
maintain  continued  ownership  of  the  publicly  owned  shores  upon 
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which  the  amount  of  Federal  participation  is  based  and  their  adminis¬ 
tration  for  public  use;  (6)  maintain  all  project  works  except  the  jetties 
at  Hillsboro  Inlet  and  the  aids  to  navigation  there,  perform  periodic 
beach  nourishment,  operate,  and  maintain  the  floating  dredge  for  its 
period  of  use,  maintain  the  navigation  channel  at  Hillsboro  Inlet  for 
the  same  period,  and  operate  and  maintain  the  sand  transfer  plant 
should  it  be  constructed,  at  which  time  maintenance  of  the  navigation 
channel  would  revert  to  the  United  States,  subject  to  Federal  partici¬ 
pation  as  recommended  herein.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  need  for  correction  of  the 
serious  shore  erosion  problem  which  threatens  eventual  destruction 
of  highly  desirable  recreational  areas  and  improved  private  property 
in  Broward  County.  The  committee  notes  that  the  entrance  channel 
in  Hillsboro  Inlet  is  unsafe  and  inadequate  to  accommodate  the  recrea¬ 
tional  craft  based  in  the  area  and  that  the  projectfls  needed  to  correct 
these  deficiencies. 


Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Ind. 

(H.  Doc.  160,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  site  of  the  proposed  harbor  is  in  the  vicinity  of 
Burns  Ditch  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  in  Porter  County, 
Ind.,  about  9  miles  east  of  Gary  Harbor,  Ind. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works 
Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  on  May 
18  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively.  It  is  also  in  response  to  a  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
adopted  on  March  15,  1949. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  project  for  a  harbor  on  the 
Indiana  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  at  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  mouth  of 
Burns  Ditch. 

Navigation  problem. — Various  interests  in  the  State  of  Indiana 
desire  a  new  public  harbor  on  the  Indiana  shore  of  Lake  Michigan 
in  the  vicinity  of  Burns  Ditch. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  Chief  of  Engineers 
recommends  improvements  for  a  north  breakwater  4,050  feet  long; 
a  west  breakwater  1,330  feet  long;  an  east  breakwater  1,340  feet 
long;  an  approach  channel  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide,  extending 
from  deep  water  in  Lake  Michigan  to  the  north  end  of  the  east  break¬ 
water;  an  entrance  channel  28  feet  deep  and  800  feet  wide,  from  the 
end  of  the  approach  channel  to  the  west  breakwater;  and  an  outer 
harbor  area  of  225  acres,  27  feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1961) 

Federal _  $25,000,000 

Non-Federal _  0 


Total 


25,  000,  000 
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Project  economics 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ $1,  007,  700 

Maintenance _  100,  000 

Maintenance  navigation  aids _  300 


Total _  1,  108,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  need  for  private  harbor _ _  930,  000 

Transportation  savings _  896,  000 


Total _  1,  826,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — -Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon 
the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public 
interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary 
retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of 
such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damage  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project, 
including  damages  resulting  from  any  shore  erosion  that  may  occur; 
reimburse  the  United  States  for  all  excess  costs  for  dredging  should 
this  work  be  done  by  other  than  hydraulic  methods;  provide  and 
maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access 
channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  depths  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  related  project  areas;  construct  a  fully  integrated  steel 
plant;  and  construct  adequate  east-  and  west-shore  connections 
having  lengths  of  1,820  and  2,500  feet,  respectively.  The  construc¬ 
tion  of  these  shore  connections  is  to  be  done  either  in  advance  of  or 
concurrently  with  construction  of  the  breakwaters  by  the  United 
States.  Representatives  of  the  State  of  Indiana  have  stated  that 
formal  assurances  covering  the  items  of  local  cooperation  will  be 
furnished  when  required. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress  subject  to  the  following  comment:  “The 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  authorization  of  the  Burns  Water¬ 
way  Harbor,  provided  that  prior  to  expenditure  of  funds  for  construc¬ 
tion,  local  interests  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  the  items  of  local  cooperation  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  will  be  complied  with  and  additionally  that: 

“1.  Arrangements  and  schedules  for  providing  public  terminals  and 
transfer  facilities  are  adequate  to  support  the  traffic  on  which  project 
benefits  are  based  and  such  facilities  will  be  financed  on  a  self -liquidat¬ 
ing  basis. 

“2.  Water  and  air  pollution  sources  will  be  controlled,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible  in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on 
public  recreational  areas  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  harbor. 
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“3.  There  will  be  construction  of  two  integrated  steel  mills  on  a 
schedule  generally  consistent  with  the  completion  of  the  harbor — 
or  of  one  integrated  steel  mill  if  a  detailed  study  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  of  traffic  related  to  the  other  mill,  and  to  other  transshipped 
commodities,  clearly  support  economic  justification  of  the  project. 
The  study  should  be  supplemented  by  an  appraisal  in  collaboration 
with  other  interested  Federal  agencies  of  prospective  coal  shipments 
through  the  proposed  harbor  with  appropriate  consideration  of  other 
possible  alternative  modes  of  coal  movement  such  as  barge-to-lake 
vessel  transshipment.” 

Comments  oj  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  concurs  in 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  and  recommends  further  that  the  State  of  Indiana  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  water  and 
air  pollution  sources  will  be  controlled  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on  public  recreation  areas  in 
the  general  vicinity  of  the  harbor. 

Remarks. — The  language  used  in  authorizing  this  project  will 
permit  it  to  be  carried  out  either  as  Federal  project,  as  recommended 
in  House  Document  160,  88th  Congress,  or  as  a  project  of  the  State 
of  Indiana.  Should  the  State  elect  to  provide  a  pub’ 

Burns  Waterway  site  within  a  period  of  5  years  from  t 
ment  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  arrange  with  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  a  Federal  monetary  contribution  toward  the 
construction  cost  of  the  harbor.  This  contribution  is  subject  to  the 
seven  conditions  specifically  set  forth  in  the  bill  and  cannot  be  made 
until  approved  by  the  President  and  considered  by  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

S.  2300  as  passed  by  the  Senate  contained  a  proviso  under  which 
any  funds  appropriated  for  the  construction  of  this  project  could  not 
be  used  “until  such  time  as  the  Indiana  dunes  have  been  preserved 
and  protected  as  a  national  lakeshore  by  Act  of  Congress.”  The 
committee  considers  that  the  inclusion  in  a  rivers  and  harbors  act  of 
language  bearing  upon  a  legislative  proposal  over  which  this  committee 
has  no  jurisdiction  is  in  conflict  with  accepted  legislative  procedure. 
Accordingly  the  committee  has  substituted  for  the  proviso  included 
in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill,  language  which  makes  it  clear  that 
authorization  of  the  project  shall  not  adversely  affect  or  otherwise 
prejudice  the  establishment  of  an  Indiana  dunes  national  lakeshore. 


ic  harbor  at  the 
le  date  of  enact- 


Cape  Fear  River,  Above  Wilmington,  N.C. 

(H.  Doc.  252,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Cape  Fear  River  is  formed  in  central  North  Carolina 
by  the  confluence  of  the  Deep  and  Haw  Rivers.  It  flows  generally 
southeast  198  miles  and  empties  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  near  Cape 
Fear,  28  miles  below  Wilmington. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  March  29  and  August 
15,  1961,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  a  dredged 
channel  from  Wilmington  to  Navassa,  25  feet  deep  and  generally  200 
feet  wide,  with  a  cutoff  of  the  same  depth  across  Horseshoe  Bend, 
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200  feet  wide,  and  a  turning  basin,  approximately  550  feet  long  and 
400  feet  in  average  width  at  its  head;  for  a  navigable  depth  of  8  feet 
at  low  water  from  Navassa  to  Fayetteville,  115  miles  above  Wilming¬ 
ton,  by  the  construction  of  three  locks  and  dams  and  by  dredging  of 
river  shoals  between  Navassa  and  Fayetteville;  and  for  construction 
of  recreational  facilities  at  the  three  locks  and  dams. 

Navigation  problem. — The  present  depths,  widths,  and  alinement  of 
the  river  do  not  permit  the  passage  of  oceangoing  vessels  above 
Navassa.  The  channel  dimensions  and  river  alinement  above 
Navassa  limit  barge  traffic  to  single  tows  of  about  7-foot  drafts. 
Barges  frequently  strike  the  riverbanks  in  the  tight  bends  in  the  lower 
portion  of  the  river. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  for  Cape  Fear  River,  N.C.,  above  Wilmington  to  provide  a 
channel  12  feet  deep  and  140  feet  wide  from  Navassa,  about  4  miles 
above  Wilmington,  to  mileboard  30  at  Acme,  with  five  channel  cutoffs, 
12  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide,  to  eliminate  sharp  bends  in  the  river 
between  these  points. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  196  If) 

Federal _ $1,  510,  000 

Non-Federal _  108,  000 

Total _  1,  618,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$60. 100 
83, 000 

$4, 300 
2,900 

$64, 400 
85, 900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total _ 

143, 100 

7,200 

150, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  sayings  for  prospective  commerce . . 

231, 300 
20, 200 

Reduced  operating  costs _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

251,  500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — -1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — -Prior  to  construction  local  interests  will  be 
required  to  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation,  if  required, 
upon  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or 
the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  to  wharves,  piers,  and  buildings  due  to  construction 
and  maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  firm  assurances  that  riverside 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities  will  be  constructed  at  the  upper  limit 
of  the  recommended  project  to  permit  transfer  of  commodities  from 
or  to  plants  and  barges;  provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the 
United  States,  depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels 
serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  the 
related  project  channel  areas;  and  accomplish,  without  cost  to  the 
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United  States,  such  alterations,  if  any,  as  required  in  sewer,  water 
supply,  drainage,  electrical  powerlines,  and  other  utility  facilities,  as 
well  as  their  maintenance.  Responsible  local  interests  have  indicated 
a  willingness  to  cooperate  in  the  improvement. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies .— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  North  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  proposed  channel  improvement  would  increase  the 
safety  and  efficiency  of  existing  and  prospective  barge  transportation 
on  the  lower  Cape  Fear  River. 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  248,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Cedar  River  Harbor  is  at  the  mouth  of  Cedar  River  on 
the  west  shore  of  Green  Bay  about  68  miles  north  of  the  city  of 
Green  Bay,  Wis. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  July  20, 
1959,  and.  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  August  14, 

1959\ 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  dredging 
an  entrance  channel  14  feet  deep  and  constructing  two  parallel  piers 
extending  lakeward  from  the  mouth  of  Cedar  River.  Construction 
and  dredging  were  carried  on  intermittently  until  1886,  when  the 
piers  were  completed  to  lengths  of  750  feet  for  the  east  pier  and  300 
feet  for  the  west  pier.  The  channel  was  dredged  to  a  depth  of  13 
feet  at  a  width  of  50  feet. 

Navigation  problem.— Deterioration  of  east  pier  and  insufficient 
channel  depths  restrict  local  commercial  fishing  boats.  Recreational 
boat  traffic  is  negligible  due  to  navigation  conditions  and  lack  of 
facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  two  parallel 
entrance  piers  including  a  new  east  rubblemound  pier,  approximately 
2,100  feet  long  with  a  cellular  steel  pile  pierhead,  navigation  light 
base,  and  sport  fishing  walkway;  an  entrance  channel  100  feet  wide 
and  10  feet  deep  from  that  depth  in  Green  Bay  to  the  mouth  of 
Cedar  River;  an  inner  channel  in  Cedar  River  1,400  feet  long,  SO  feet 
wide,  and  8  feet  deep  upstream  to  a  point  about  150  feet  below  the 
State  Route  35  bridge;  and  a  turning  basin  150  feet  wide  near  the 
upstream  end  of  the  inner  bridge  channel. 

Estimated  cost  ( 'price  level  of  Avril  1964 ) 

Federal _ $664,  000 

Non-Federal _  121,  000 


Total 


785,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$26, 500 
8, 000 

$4,850 

$31, 400 
8, 000 

Total _  _ 

34, 550 

4,850 

39, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

37,800 
15,200 
1,000 
12, 000 

Recreational  fishing _ _ _ 

Total _ 

66, 000 

1  Includes  $300  for  navigation  aids. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  15  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
the  new  navigation  facilities  and  50  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  struc¬ 
tural  modifications  necessary  to  provide  for  a  sport  fishing  walkway 
on  top  of  the  new  east  pier,  the  total  of  such  contributions  being 
presently  estimated  at  $121,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual 
costs  have  been  determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  construction 
and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil;  and  neces¬ 
sary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the 
cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  an  adequate 
public  landing  or  wharf  with  provision  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel, 
lubricants,  and  potable  water,  and  a  parking  lot  with  adequate 
sanitary  facilities,  available  to  all  on  equal  terms  and  including  the 
dredging  of  berthing  areas  to  depths  commensurate  with  the  related 
project  depths;  and  reseive  anchorage  spaces  and  mooring  facilities 
adequate  for  the  accommodation  of  transient  craft.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these 
provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — 'The  committee  believes  the  project  is  necessary  in  the 
interest  of  commerical  and  recreational  fishing,  and  as  a  harbor  of 
refuge. 
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Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk  Harbor,  Hampton 

Roads,  Va. 

(H.  Doc.  143,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  channel  to  Newport  News  is  at  the  southern  end  of 
Chesapeake  Bay  in  the  western  section  of  Hampton  Roads,  Va. 

Authority. — Two  resolutions  adopted  July  31,  1957,  by  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Norfolk  Harbor 
provides  for  a  main  channel  40  feet  deep,  1,500  feet  wide  from  deep 
water  in  Hampton  Roads  to  a  point  just  south  of  the  Hampton 
Roads  Army  terminals;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  750  feet  wide  to  the 
mouth  of  Southern  Branch,  thence  40  feet  deep  and  450  feet  wide  up  this 
branch  to  the  Norfolk  &  Western  Belt  Line  Railroad  bridge,  a  total 
distance  of  13.2  miles,  including  an  approach  and  turning  area  to  the 
same  depth  opposite  the  Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard;  thence  35  feet 
deep  and  375  to  250  feet  wide  for  4.1  miles  to  a  turning  basin  of  the 
same  depth;  for  subsidiary  channels  in  Eastern  and  Western  Branches 
and  Scotts  Creek;  anchorage  areas  on  the  west  side  of  the  40-foot 
channel  opposite  Lamberts  Point  and  south  of  Craney  Island  aggre¬ 
gating  173  acres,  consisting  of:  one  anchorage  space  1,500  feet  square 
and  38  feet  deep;  one  anchorage  space  1,500  feet  square  and  35  feet 
deep;  and  one  anchorage  space  1,000  feet  wide,  3,000  feet  long,  and  20 
feet  deep;  another  anchorage  of  45  acres,  12  feet  deep,  near  Pinners 
Point;  and  a  disposal  area  of  about  2,500  acres,  adjacent  to  and  north 
of  Craney  Island,  enclosed  by  levees,  three  sluiceways  in  the  westerly 
levee,  an  access  road,  facilities  for  sump  rehandling  of  hopper-dredged 
material,  an  anchorage  for  the  sump  rehandler,  an  approach  area  300 
by  3,600  feet,  30  feet  deep,  connecting  the  anchorage  with  Norfolk 
Harbor  40-foot  channel,  and  facilities  for  contract  rehandling  of  bucket 
dredging  consisting  of  a  rehandling  basin  and  provided  with  approach- 
exit  channels  200  feet  wide  and  18  feet  deep  to  Norfolk  Harbor  40-foot 
channel. 

Navigation  problem.— There  are  no  improved  anchorages  in  Hamp¬ 
ton  Roads  capable  of  accommodating  large,  deep-draft  vessels  without 
encroachment  on  the  adjacent  project  channels,  and  movement  of 
large  vessels  in  the  600-foot  channel  to  Newport  News  is  hazardous. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  the  following :  The 
existing  project  for  channel  to  Newport  News,  Va.,  be  modified  to 
provide  for  (1)  an  increase  in  the  project  width  of  channel  from  600 
to  800  feet  and  to  a  project  depth  of  40  feet,  and  (2)  two  deep-draft 
anchorage  berths,  in  anchorage  G  opposite  Newport  News,  to  a 
depth  of  40  feet  over  a  1,200-foot  swinging  radius,  and  with  suitable 
flared  approach  and  exit  areas  thereto;  at  an  estimated  cost  to  the 
United  States  of  $4,122,000  for  construction,  and  $77,900  annually 
for  maintenance  in  addition  to  that  now  required;  and  the  existing 
project  for  Norfolk  Harbor,  Va.,  be  modified  to  provide  two  deep- 
draft  anchorage  berths  in  anchorages  D  and  H  opposite  Sewells 
Point,  Norfolk,  to  a  depth  of  40  feet  over  a  1,200-foot  swinging  radius, 
and  with  suitable  flared  approach  and  exit  areas  thereto;  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  to  the  United  States  of  $2,973,000  for  construction,  and 
$59,300  annually  for  maintenance  in  addition  to  that  now  required. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 

Federal _ $7,  095,  000 

Non-Federal _  _ 

Total _ _ _  7,  095,  000 


Project  economics  ( all  Federal) 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  393,  400 

Maintenance _  137,  200 


Total _  530,  600 


Annual  benefits: 

Reduced  anchorage  costs _  444,  000 

Reduction  in  vessel  travel  time _  150,  000 


Total _  594,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.1. 

Local  cooperation. — No  additional  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  lack  of  adequately  improved 
anchorages  and  the  attendant  hazards  to  shipping  resulting  from  en¬ 
croachment  on  project  channels.  The  improvement  will  correct  this 
situation. 

Chetco  River,  Oreg. 

(S.  Doc.  21,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Chetco  River  discharges  into  Chetco  Cove  on  the 
Pacific  Ocean  about  4  miles  northwest  of  the  Oregon-California 
boundary. 

Authority. — Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  Resolution  adopted 
April  28,  1958. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  navigation  project  provides 
for  a  north  jetty  850  feet  long,  a  south  jetty  1,550  feet  long,  and 
dredging  to  stabilize  the  channel  through  the  bar  at  the  mouth  of  the 
river.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  small-boat  basin  along 
the  east  bank  of  the  river  and  a  wharf. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  entrance  channel  restricts  the 
safe  passage  of  lumber  and  commercial  fishing  boats  to  high  tides 
and  daylight  hours.  The  small-boat  basin  provided  by  local  interests 
is  congested  and  lacks  adequate  space  for  turning  and  maneuvering 
of  commercial  fishing  boats. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  an  entrance 
channel  120  feet  wide  and  14  feet  deep;  a  450-foot  extension  of  the 
north  jetty;  a  barge  turning  basin  250  feet  wide,  650  feet  long,  and 
14  feet  deep;  a  protective  dike  1,800  feet  long;  and  an  access  channel 
to  the  small-boat  basin  100  feet  wide  and  12  feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  January  196 Jf) 

Federal _ _ $1,308,000 

Non-Federal _  27,  000 


Total 


1,  335,  000 
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Federal 

Non-Foderal 

Total 

Annual  charges 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ _ 

$51,400 
25, 000 
1,000 

$1, 100 

$52,  500 
25,  000 
1,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Maintenance  navigation  aids _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

77, 400 

1,100 

78,  500 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings . _ . . 

134,  500 
0,000 
138,  400 
9,  500 
5,000 

Reduction  of  barge  damages _ _ _ _ 

Commercial  fishing _ _ 

Recreational  boating... . . . . . . 

Harbor  of  refuge _  ... . . . . . . 

Total _ 

293, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  6.5  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  the  small-boat  access  channel  and  that  portion  of  the  dike  thereto, 
such  contribution,  presently  estimated  at  $9,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction;  provide  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way,  including  spoil  disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in 
berthing  and  mooring  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the 
terminals  commensurate  with  project  depths;  provide  and  maintain 
an  adequate  service  frontage,  launching  ramp,  and  a  public  landing 
with  suitable  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  accomplish 
alterations  as  required  in  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage,  and  other 
utility  facilities,  as  well  as  their  maintenance.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  improvements  are  needed  to  relieve  congestion  in 
the  small-boat  basin  and  permit  unrestricted  passage  of  commercial 
craft  through  the  entrance  channel. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  217,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Chocolate  Bayou  is  in  southeastern  Texas,  between  the 
Brazos  River  and  Galveston  Bay.  The  bayou  rises  about  2''  miles 
southwest  of  Houston,  Tex.,  flows  southeasterly  across  Brazoria 
County  and  empties  into  Chocolate  Bay.  The  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway,  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  crosses  Chocolate  Bay 
about  26  miles  west  of  Galveston,  Tex.,  and  17  miles  east  of  Freeport, 
Tex. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  Senate  and  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittees  adopted  June  30,  1960. 

Existing  project. — The  authorized  Chocolate  Bayou  project  provides 
for  a  channel  4  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  extending  from  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  through  Chocolate  Bay  to  the  4-foot  depth  in 
Chocolate  Bayou.  In  1962,  the  Monsanto  Chemical  Co.  dredged  a 
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channel  10  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  from  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  8.2  miles  to  a  basin  at  their  new  plant  on  Chocolate  Bayou. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
locally  dredged  channel  and  extension  as  necessary  to  afford  the  Choco¬ 
late  Bayou  area  the  same  type  accommodations  for  barge  service  as 
are  available  on  the  Gulf  lntracoastal  Waterway.  In  connection 
therewith  there  is  a  need  for  a  barrier  to  mitigate  damages  from  salt 
water  intrusion. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement 
provides  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  extending  from 
the  Gulf  lntracoastal  W7aterway  through  Chocolate  Bay  and  Choco¬ 
late  Bayou  to  project  channel  mile  8.2;  thence  9  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide  to  a  turning  basin  9  feet  deep  and  600  feet  square  near 
channel  mile  13.2;  a  salt  water  barrier  in  Chocolate  Bayou  about  3.7 
miles  upstream  from  the  turning  basin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1964) 

Federal _  $1,254,000 

Non-Federal _  351,  000 

Total _  1,  605,  000 


Project  economics 


Annual  charges: 

Federal _ _ _ _ _  $63,  600 

Non-Federal _  13,  400 


Total _  77,  000 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  $220,  000 

Reduction  in  navigation  hazards _  30,  000 

Prevention  of  salt  water  intrusion _  9,  000 


Total _ _ 259,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.4. 

Local  cooperation — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improvements  and  for  aids  to  naviga¬ 
tion  upon  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  to  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or 
the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
improvements;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate 
public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  alterations  of  pipe¬ 
lines,  powerlines,  utility  lines,  cables,  and  highway  facilities,  when 
and  as  required  for  construction  of  the  project;  assume  all  obligations 
of  ownership,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  salt  water  barrier 
and  appurtenances  upon  its  completion.  Local  interests  have  indi¬ 
cated  their  willingness  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  No  objection. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  project  in  the  lower  reach  would  initially  serve  only 
the  Monsanto  Chemical  Co.  and  in  the  upper  reach  would,  at  least 
initially,  benefit  only  the  Matagorda  Shell  Co.  and  further  that  it  is 
not  clear  just  how  soon  additional  shippers  would  benefit  from  the 
modified  channel.  The  Bureau  believes  that  in  addition  to  the 
conditions  of  local  cooperation  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  and  in  accord  with  established  policy  concerning  single-users, 
some  provision  for  special  cost  sharing  should  be  required.  A  reason¬ 
able  basis  would  be  payment  by  local  interests,  annually  until  such 
time  as  multiple  use  of  the  channel  actually  occurs,  of  50  jiercent  of 
the  annual  charges  for  interest  and  amortization  of  the  Federal  first 
cost  of  the  facilities  involved.  Subject  to  consideration  of  the 
recommendation,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no  objection  to  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  report  to  Congress. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
concurs  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  the  single¬ 
beneficiary  question  and  recommends  that  the  authorization,  in 
addition  to  the  conditions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
require  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  as  to  appropriate  single- 
beneficiary  contributions,  if  any,  prior  to  appropriation  of  construc¬ 
tion  funds. 

Remarks. — The  committee  views  this  project  as  an  orderly  progres¬ 
sive  development  of  Chocolate  Bayou,  based  on  work  begun  by  local 
interests,  and  necessary  to  meet  growing  needs  of  commercial  naviga¬ 
tion.  The  committee  is  satisfied  that  opportunities  and  prospects 
for  substantial  use  of  the  project  by  others  than  Monsanto  Chemical 
Co.  and  Matagorda  Shell  Co.  warrant  its  undertaking  in  the  interest 
of  general  navigation.  The  committee  considers  that  no  special  bene¬ 
fits  would  accrue  and  the  local  cooperation  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  is  appropriate,  without  necessity  for  a  subsequent 
finding  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Crescent  City  Harbor,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  264,  S9th  Cong.) 

Location.— Crescent  City  Harbor  is  located  on  the  northern  coast 
of  California  about  280  miles  north  of  San  Francisco  and  about  17  miles 
south  of  the  Oregon  boundary. 

Authority. — House  Committee  on  Public  Works  resolution  adopted 
July  31,  1957. 

Existing  ■project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  an 
outer  and  inner  breakwater;  a  rubblemound  sand  barrier;  an  outer 
basin,  1,S00  feet  by  1,400  feet,  maintained  to  a  depth  of  20  feet;  and 
maintenance  dredging  in  the  vicinity  of  the  seaward  end  of  the  sand 
barrier. 

Navigation. — -Waves  and  surge  cause  mooring  and  loading  problems 
resulting  in  lost  vessel  time  and  damages  to  vessels  and  harbor  facilities. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — -Modification  of  the  existi  lg 
project  to  provide  for  a  T-shaped  basin  extending  from  deep  water, 
generally  20  feet  deep,  about  1,500  feet  long  with  a  stem  1,000  feet 
long;  and  a  300-foot  extension  of  the  inner  harbor  breakwater. 
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Estimated  cost  ( -price  level  of  January  196 If) 

Federal _ _ $1,  980,  000 

Non-Federal _  60,  000 


Total _  2,  040,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization... . . . . 

$80, 000 
25,  000 
2,000 

$2,200 

1,000 

0 

$82, 200 
26, 000 
2,000 

Maintenance  and  operation... . .  .. 

Maintenance  navigational  aids _ _ _ _ _ _  .. 

Total _ _ _ 

107, 000 

3, 200 

110, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Reduced  vessel  damage _ _ _  _ 

74, 000 
5,000 
234, 000 

Reduced  lost  vessel  time . . . .  .  _ 

Transportation  savings _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

313, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  a  50-foot  wide  berthing  area  or  strip  between  Citizens 
Dock  and  the  limits  of  the  project  basin  at  depths  commensurate  with 
those  provided  in  the  basin  by  the  United  States;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  a  50-foot  wide  berthing  area  or 
strip  adjacent  to  the  Oil  Terminals  Co.  facilities  at  depths  commensu¬ 
rate  with  those  provided  in  the  basin  by  the  United  States;  provide 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way,  including  spoil  disposal  areas  and  diking  therefor,  required  for 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation,  upon  the  request 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  property  damage  to  wharves,  buildings,  and  pipelines  that  may 
result  from  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Deepening  the  inner  harbor  will  result  in  the  more 
economical  use  of  the  harbor  by  existing  and  prospective  commercial 
traffic  and  the  breakwater  will  reduce  damages  to  vessels  and  delays 
in  their  operation. 

East  Pass  Channel  From  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  Into 
Choctawhatchee  Bay,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  194,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  the  northwest  Florida  coast  about  midway  between 
Pensacola  and  Panama  City. 

Authority. — Similar  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Public  Works 
Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representative  on  January 
15  and  May  19,  1960,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  maintenance  of  a  channel  12  feet 
deep,  180  feet  wide,  and  about  3  miles  long  from  Choctawhatchee  Bay 
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into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  maintenance  of  a  channel  6  feet  deep, 
100  feet  wide,  and  about  2,000  feet  long  from  East  Pass  into  Old  Pass 
Lagoon. 

Navigation  'problem.- — The  pass  is  not  deep  enough  to  enable  safe 
navigation,  and  shoals  rapidly.  Wave  action  often  prevents  naviga¬ 
tion  through  the  pass.  Numerous  accidents  and  loss  of  life  have 
occurred  because  of  present  navigation  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  existing  project 
to  provide  for  relocation  of  the  entrance  channel  from  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  to  a  more  central  position  in  the  inlet  and  stabilization  thereof 
with  twin  jetties  extending  to  the  seaward  end  of  the  channel. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  March  1963 ) 

Federal _ $1,  151,  000 

Non-Federal _  493,  000 

Total _ _ _  1,  644,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$45, 100 
14, 400 

$21, 100 

$66,  200 
14, 400 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

59,  500 

21, 100 

80, 600 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ _ 

85, 000 
5,000 
48, 200 
20, 000 

Commercial  fishing. _  _ _ _  _ 

National  defense _  _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Harbor  of  refuge _  _ _ _  _ 

Total _ _ 

158, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 2.0. 

Local  cooperation.- — -Contribute  in  cash  30  percent  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $493,000; 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  spoil  disposal  areas  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  cost  of  such  works; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works  and  maintenance  thereof.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  need  for  the  recommended 
improvements  which  would  provide  for  a  stable,  protected  channel 
for  use  by  the  commercial  fishing,  recreation,  and  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  vessels  based  in  the  area. 


53-113—65 
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Edmonds  Harbor,  Wash. 

(H.  Doc.  147,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Edmonds  Harbor  is  located  on  the  easterly  shore  of 
Puget  Sound  about  9  miles  north  of  Seattle,  Wash. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public 
Works,  adopted  November  24,  1958,  and  June  3,  1959,  respectively. 

Existing  project.- — -There  is  no  Federal  navigation  project  at  this 
locality.  In  April  1962  local  interests  constructed  a  small  boat 
harbor  which  provides  for  a  mooring  basin,  two  breakwaters,  and 
an  entrance  channel.  Shore  facilities  have  been  provided  for  the 
small  boat  harbor,  ferry,  barge  and  other  terminals. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  desire  Federal  maintenance 
of  the  breakwaters  and  entrance  channel. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Federal  maintenance  of  the 
breakwater  and  entrance  channel  at  an  estimated  annual  cost  of  $5,000. 

Estimated  cost  (if  constructed  as  a  Federal  project ) 

Federal _  $229,  100 

Non-Federal _  185,  400 

Total _  414,  500 


Project  economics  (if  constructed  as  Federal  project) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ 

$8,  300 
5. 000 

$10,  200 

0 

$18,  500 
5,000 

Maintenance  and  operation . . 

Total _ _ _ 

13, 300 

10, 200 

23, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating...  _ 

52,  000 
8,  500 
800 

C ommercial  transportation  savings _  .. 

Land  enhancement _ _ 

Total _  _ 

61, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
including  spoil  disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages;  provide  and  maintain  planned  depths  in  the  interior 
basin  and  the  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  a 
public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  all  necessary 
moorage  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities  will 
open  to  all  on  equal  terms. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Washington:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  harbor  will  adequately 
serve  locally  owned  recreational  craft,  U.S.  Coast  Guard  vessels,  and 
commercial  fishing  boats,  and  considers  Federal  maintenance  is 
appropriate. 
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Frankfort  Harbor,  Mich. 

(S.  Doc.  16,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.-— Frankfort  Harbor  is  on  the  east  shore  of  Lake  Michigan, 
about  204  miles  northeasterly  of  Chicago,  Ill. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate,  adopted  September  18,  1957. 

Existing  projects.—' The  Federal  project,  completed  in  1939,  consists 
of  two  breakwaters,  450  feet  apart  at  the  outer  ends,  the  north  break¬ 
water  being  1,972  feet  long  and  the  south  breakwater,  2,58S  feet 
long;  an  outer  basin  inside  the  breakwaters,  20  feet  deep,  800  feet 
wide  near  the  entrance,  600  feet  wide  at  the  inner  end,  and  about  one- 
fourth  mile  long;  a  channel  between  piers  18  feet  deep  and  approxi¬ 
mately  1,000  feet  long  connecting  the  outer  basin  and  Lake  Betsie; 
and  an  interior  basin,  approximately  800  feet  wide,  1,200  feet  long, 
and  IS  feet  deep,  dredged  to  within  50  feet  of  existing  structures 
in  that  area  in  Lake  Betsie  west  of  the  east  boundary  of  Fifth  Street 
extended,  of  the  city  of  Frankfort. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  depths  in  the  approach  and  entrance 
channels  are  not  sufficient  to  permit  the  larger  lake  tankers  to  enter 
fully  loaded.  Car  ferries  have  run  aground  east  of  the  dredged  basin 
during  periods  of  adverse  ice  and  wind  conditions,  and  recreational 
craft  have  insufficient  anchorage  and  turning  area  near  the  public 
dock. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Deepen  the  approach  and 
entrance  channels  to  a  depth  of  24  feet  from  deep  water  in  Lake 
Michigan  to  a  point  500  feet  landward  of  the  opening  between  the 
breakwaters,  over  the  entire  width  outside  the  breakwaters  and  to 
a  maximum  width  of  500  feet  inside  the  breakwaters;  thence  to  a 
depth  of  23  feet  through  the  inner  portion  of  the  outer  basin  to  the 
outer  end  of  the  north  pier,  over  widths  decreasing  from  500  feet  to 
160  feet;  and  thence  to  a  depth  of  22  feet  between  the  piers  to  the 
inner  basin  in  Lake  Betsie;  extend  the  interior  basin  350  feet  in  an 
easterly  direction  at  a  depth  of  18  feet  to  provide  an  overall  basin 
length  of  about  1,550  feet;  and  provide  a  recreational  craft  anchorage 
area  10  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide,  extending  600  feet  eastward  of 
the  proposed  east  limit  of  the  interior  basin,  with  its  north  side  in 
line  with  the  north  limit  of  the  basin. 

Estimated,  cost  {-price  level  of  December  1963) 

Federal _ $237,  000 

Non-Federal _  31,  000 

Total _ 268,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$9, 200 
5,000 

$1, 200 

0 

$10, 400 
5, 000 

Maintenance _ ... _ _ 

Total _ 

14, 200 

1, 200 

15, 400 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ _ _ 

12,350 
10, 400 

Recreational  boating  ~ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

22, 750 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  recreational  craft  anchorage  area,  such  con¬ 
tribution  being  presently  estimated  at  $31,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment 
after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  re¬ 
quired  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ments  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable 
areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the 
general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and 
also  necessary  retaining  dijkes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor 
or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  improvements;  maintain  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  a  public  landing  for 
local  and  transient  craft,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  with  depths 
commensurate  with  the  depth  of  the  Federal  anchorage  area;  reserve 
mooring  facilities  and  space  within  the  anchorage  area  adecpiate  for 
the  accommodation  of  transient  craft;  and  construct  the  necessary 
terminal  facilities  to  accommodate  the  prospective  fuel  oil  commerce. 
Local  interests  are  willing  and  able  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  existing  channel  depths  are 
not  sufficient  for  economic  operation  of  the  larger  lake  tankers  and 
the  basin  is  inadequate  for  recreational  craft  and  rail-car  ferries. 
The  improvement  will  correct  these  deficiencies. 

Hampton  Creek,  Va. 

(H.  Doc.  201,  89  th  Cong.) 

Location. — Hampton  Creek  is  a  tidal  estuary  on  the  north  side  of 
Hampton  Roads,  Va.,  and  2  miles  west  of  Chesapeake  Bay. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  April  5,  1949. 

Existing  project. — A  channel  12  feet  deep  across  Hampton  Flats  and 
up  the  creek  to  the  Queen  Street  Bridge,  a  distance  of  about  2  miles, 
over  a  Avidth  of  200  feet  in  the  outer  portion  and  150  feet  in  the  creek; 
and  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  80  to  100  feet  \\dde  for  0.6  of  a  mile  in 
Herberts  Creek. 

Navigation  problem. — Accelerated  deArelopment  of  shore  areas  since 
adoption  of  the  project  has  made  it  impossible  for  local  interests  to 
furnish  reasonable  shore  disposal  areas  for  dredge  spoil. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — That  the  existing  project  for 
Hampton  Creek,  Va.,  be  modified  to  delete  the  requirement  that 
local  interests  furnish,  free  of  cost  to  the  United  States,  suitable  areas 
for  disposal  of  dredged  material  from  the  project. 

Estimated  cost. — Maintenance  only. 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


175 


Project  economics 


Annual  charges: 

Maintenance  and  operation _  $31,  300 

Maintenance  of  navigational  aids _ _  300 


Total _  31,  600 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _  130,  000 

Harbor  of  refuge _  1,  000 


Total _  140,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims 
for  damages.  Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ment  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — • 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Virginia :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  states  that  with 
respect  to  the  recommendation  for  deletion  of  the  requirement  that 
local  interests  furnish  spoil  disposal  areas,  it  believes  that  it  is  possible 
to  establish  an  arrangement  more  nearly  in  keeping  with  the  intent 
of  the  original  authorization  and  yet  equitable  to  both  local  interests 
and  the  Federal  Government.  The  Bureau  recommends  that  local 
interests  participate  in  the  cost  of  spoil  disposal  by  contributing  in 
cash  the  capital  investment  increment  of  the  cost  of  spoil  disposal  in 
the  Craney  Island  disposal  area.  It  states  that  this  cost  is  currently 
9  cents  per  cubic  yard  and  the  cost  to  local  interests  would  be  $27,260 
for  the  initial  rehabilitation  and  $810  per  year  for  annual  maintenance 
over  the  remaining  life  of  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
agrees  with  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  lack  of  suitable  spoil  disposal 
areas  in  the  proximity  of  this  project  and  that  spoil  from  maintenance 
of  other  Federal  navigation  projects  in  the  general  vicinity  is  being 
disposed  of  on  the  Federal  Craney  Island  facility  without  cost  to  local 
interests.  The  committee  considers  the  local  cooperation  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  appropriate. 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  Harbors  for  Light-Draft 

Vessels 

(H.  Doc.  353,  S8th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbors  are  located  at  various  communities  on  the 
islands  of  Kauai,  Oahu,  Maui,  and  Hawaii. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  of  May  17,  1950. 

Existing  project. — There  are  no  Federal  navigation  improvements 
in  Hawaii  specifically  for  the  use  of  small  boats.  There  are  seven 
federally  improved  commercial  harbors,  six  of  which  are  35  feet  deep 
and  one  23  feet  deep.  The  harbors  with  35-foot  depth  are  at  Port 
Allen  and  Nawiliwili  Harbors  on  Kauai,  Honolulu  Harbor  on  Oahu, 
Kahului  Harbor  on  Maui,  and  Hilo  and  Kawaihae  Harbors  on  Hawaii; 
the  23-foot  harbor  is  at  Ivaunakakai  on  Molokai.  There  are  20 
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harbors  for  small  boats  along  the  shores  of  the  islands,  15  owned  by 
the  State,  and  5  by  private  interests. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  additional  protected  harbors 
at  various  localities  in  the  Hawaiian  Islands  for  existing  and  future 
recreational  and  commercial  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  eight  small-boat 
harbors  at  the  following  locations:  Hanalei  Bay,  Kauai;  Waianae, 
Oahu;  Heeia-Kea,  Oahu;  Kailua,  Oahu;  Maunalua  Bay,  Oahu; 
Lahaina,  Maui;  Hana  Maui,  and  Reeds  Bay,  Hawaii. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1962 ) 


Location 

Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Hanalei  Bay,  Kaui _  ... 

$347,  000 
933,  000 
409, 000 
244,  000 
513, 000 
364, 000 

1,  679,  000 
248,000 

$530, 000 
934, 000 
437, 000 
485, 000 
657,000 
344,  000 
189, 000 
274, 000 

$877, 000 
1, 867, 000 
846, 000 
729, 000 
1, 170, 000 
708, 000 
1, 868, 000 
522,  000 

Heeia-Kea,  Oahu 

Kailua,  Oahu _ 

Lahaina,  Maui _ 

Hana,  Maui _ _ _ 

Reeds  Rav,  Hawaii 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ - 

4, 737, 000 

3, 850, 000 

8,  587, 000 

Project  economics  and  bemefit-cost  ratio 

Location 

Annual 

charges 

Annual 

benefits 

Benefit-cost 

ratio 

Hanalei  Bay,  Kaui _ _ _ 

$36, 500 
85,  000 
38, 100 

34. 600 

54. 600 
32, 900 
88,  200 

24. 600 

$47, 100 
96, 100 
211, 300 
52,  700 
232,200 
47, 400 
107, 100 
53, 300 

1.3 
1.1 

5.5 

1.5 

4.2 

1.4 

1.2 
2.2 

Waianae,  Oahu  _ 

Heeia-Kea,  Oahu _ _ _  _ _ _ _ 

Kailua,  Oahu _  _ _ 

Maunalua  Bay,  Oahu _ _ 

Hana,  Maui _ _ _ _ 

Reeds  Bay,  Hawaii  _  .  _  ...  _  __  _  _  .. 

Total _ 

394, 500 

847, 200 

2.1 

Local  cooperation.- — Contribute  in  cash  a  part  of  the  first  cost  of 
construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  comprising  break¬ 
waters,  protective  roles,  and  entrance  channels,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final  adjustment 
after  actual  costs  have  been  determined,  as  follows: 


Construe- 

Local  cash  contribution 

Location 

tion  cost 1 

Percent 

Present 

estimate 

Hanalei  Bay,  Kauai _ _ _ _ 

$669, 000 

48.1 

$322, 000 
861,000 
399,  000 
243, 000 
510,000 
321, 000 
160,  000 
248,  000 

Waianae,  Oahu. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1,  794,  000 
808,  000 

48.0 

49.4 

Kailua,  Oahu.  __  __  __  _ 

4S7,  000 

50.0 

Maunalua  Bay,  Oahu _ _  _ _ 

1, 023;  000 
685, 000 
1, 839,  000 
496,  000 

49.9 

46.9 

Hana,  Maui-  _  _  _ _ _ _ _ 

8.7 

Reeds  Bav.  Hawaii . 

50.0 

Total.  _ 

7, 801,  000 

39.3 

3, 064, 000 

1  Excludes  non-Federal  costs  for  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocations. 
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Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including  suitable 
spoil  disposal  areas  with  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and 
embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  provide 
and  maintain  berthing  or  mooring  facilities  and  attendant  utilities, 
including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  the  berthing  and 
mooring  areas  and  in  the  local  access  channels,  commensurate  with 
the  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  area;  provide  and  maintain 
all  appropriate  onshore  structures,  access  roads,  parking  areas,  public 
restrooms,  and  boat-launching  ramps  as  necessary  to  insure  a  complete 
and  adequate  project;  and  accomplish  necessary  utility,  drainage,  or 
other  relocations  or  alterations.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  furnish  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Hawaii :  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget.-— No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  statewide  need  for  an  adequate 
harbor  system  for  the  major  islands.  There  are  now  15  State-owned 
and  5  privately  owned  small -boat  harbors  which  are  heavily  overtaxed. 
The  committee  considers  the  eight  proposed  Federal  projects  to  be 
urgently  needed. 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii 
(H.  Doc.  68,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Honokahau  Bay  is  on  the  west  coast  of  the  island  of 
Hawaii.  The  site  of  the  proposed  project  is  about  28  nautical  miles 
south  of  the  Federal  deepwater  harbor  at  Kawaihae  and  about  90  road 
miles  from  Hilo,  Hawaii.  The  navigation  distance  to  Honolulu  on 
the  island  of  Oahu  is  approximately  150  nautical  miles. 

Authority. — -Section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  May  17, 
1950. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Honokahau 
Bay.  There  are  public  boating  facilities  at  Kailua  Bay  and  Keauhou 
Bay,  4  and  9  nautical  miles  south,  respectively.  The  nearest  protected 
harbor  is  at  Kawaihae. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  no  adequate  harbor  along  the  Kona 
coast.  There  is  a  need  for  a  protected  harbor  for  existing  and  future 
recreational  and  commercial  fishing  craft. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  entrance  channel  840  feet  long  and  120  feet  wide,  a  main 
access  channel  660  feet  long  and  120  feet  wide,  a  service  channel  200 
feet  long  and  75  feet  wide,  wave  absorbers  on  both  sides  of  the  entrance 
channel,  and  a  wave  trap. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1963) 

Federal _  $680,  000 

Non-Federal _  576,  000 


Total 


1,  256,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$27, 000 
1,300 
1,100 

$22, 400 

0 

0 

$49, 400 
1,300 
1. 100 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ _ 

Total _ 

29, 400 

22, 400 

51, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

24, 200 
7, 300 
104, 100 

Recreational  fishing _ 

Total _ 

135, 600 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  main¬ 
tain  mooring  facilities  and  utilities,  including  a  public  landing  with 
suitable  supply  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  depths  in  the 
mooring  areas  commensurate  with  depths  in  the  related  project  areas; 
provide  and  maintain  an  adequate  access  roadway  and  all  appropriate 
structures  to  insure  a  complete  project  including  launching  ramp, 
parking  areas,  and  public  restrooms;  contribute  in  cash  in  a  lump  sum 
prior  to  commencement  of  construction  45  percent  of  the  Federal  first 
cost  of  construction,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $556,000. 
Local  interests  have  expressed  complete  accord  with  the  plan  of 
improvement  and  expressed  willingness  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  Kona  coast  of  the  island  of  Hawaii  is  presently 
lacking  in  adequate  harbor  facilities  for  local  recreation  and  fishing 
craft  and  transient  boats,  and  the  improvement  would  form  an 
important  element  in  the  harbor  system  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands. 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Harbor,  Oahu,  Hawaii 

(H.  Doc.  93,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Honolulu  Harbor  is  on  the  south  coast  of  the  island  of 
Oahu.  Barbers  Point  is  about  16  miles  due  west  of  Honolulu  Haroor. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  August  14,  1959,  July  19,  1956,  and  July  16,  1958;  and  1950 
River  and  Harbor  Act. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  navigation  at 
Honolulu  Harbor  consists  of  the  Fort  Armstrong  Channel  40  feet  deep, 
500  feet  wide,  and  4,000  feet  long;  the  Kalihi  Channel  35  feet  deep, 
400  feet  wide,  and  10,300  feet  long;  a  harbor  area  and  interior  channels 
35  feet  deep,  and  a  double-leaf  bascule  bridge  across  Kalihi  Channel. 
There  is  no  Federal  navigation  project  at  Barbers  Point.  This  is  a 
privately  developed  barge  harbor  consisting  of  an  entrance  channel  22 
feet  deep,  220  feet  wide,  and  1,300  feet  long,  with  an  inner  basin  21 
feet  deep,  520  feet  wide,  and  700  feet  long. 
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Navigation  problem. — Tlie  existing  dimensions  of  Honolulu  Haibor 
are  inadequate  for  the  larger  vessels  which  could  use  this  haibor  if 
depths  and  channel  widths  were  increased.  The  existing  private 
harbor  for  barges  at  Barbers  Point  is  inadequate  for  the  anticipated 
commerce  expected  to  be  generated  by  the  new  industries  in  the  area. 
A  small-boat  harbor  also  is  needed  in  this  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — At  Honolulu  Harbor:  Deepen 
Fort  Armstrong  Channel  to  45  feet;  remove  a  narrow  strip  of  land  on 
the  northeast  corner  of  Sand  Island;  deepen  the  main  harbor  basin  and 
Kapalama  Channel  to  40  feet;  and  widen  Kapalama  Channel  by  60 
feet  along  the  Sand  Island  side.  At  Barbers  Point:  Provide  an 
entrance  channel  42  feet  deep,  450  feet  wide,  and  3,100  feet  long; 
an  inner  basin  38  feet  deep  with  an  area  of  about  46  acres;  a  break¬ 
water  on  the  north  side  of  the  entrance  channel;  and  an  entrance 
channel  12  feet  deep,  80  feet  vide,  and  1,200  feet  long  to  a  small-boat 
basin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  August  1963 ) 


Honolulu 

Harbor 

Barbers  Point 

Total 

Deep  draft 

Small  boat 

Federal,  .  _ _ _ 

$2, 224, 000 
i  2, 209, 000 

$7, 643, 000 

2  1, 451, 000 

$61, 000 

3  135, 000 

$9, 928, 000 
3,  795, 000 

Non-FederaL-  _ _  _ 

Total  _  - 

4, 433, 000 

9, 094, 000 

196, 000 

13, 723, 000 

1  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $59,000. 

2  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $161,000, 

3  Includes  cash  contribution  of  $63,000. 


Project  economics 


Honolulu 

Barbers  Point 

Total 

Harbor 

Deep  draft 

Small  boat 

Annual  charges: 

Federal _  _  _  __  _ 

$92. 000 

$320, 900 
56,  400 

$3,  300 
5, 200 

$416, 200 
147,  500 

Non-Federal _  _ 

85,  900 

Total _ _  _ 

177, 900 

377, 300 

8,500 

563.  700 

Annual  benefits: 

989, 000 

0 

618,  000 

0 

1,  607, 000 

Commercial  fishing _ 

0 

400 

'400 

Recreation  boating.. _ _ _  _ _ 

0 

0 

87,  700 

87,  700 

Land  enhancement-  _  --  - _ 

54,  000 

33, 000 

1,300 

88, 300 

Total  _ _ _ 

1, 043, 000 

651, 000 

89,400 

1,  783, 400 

Benefit-cost  ratio _ _ _ _ 

5.9 

1.7 

10.5 

3.2 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  prior  to  construction  2.6 
percent  of  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities 
at  Honolulu  Harbor,  2.1  percent  at  Barbers  Point  deep-draft  harbor, 
and  49.8  percent  at  Barbers  Point  small-boat  harbor,  such  contribu¬ 
tions  being  presently  estimated  at  $59,000,  $161,000,  and  $63,000 
respectively.  Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way.  Hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Provide  and  maintain 
adequate  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms. 
Provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with 
project  depths.  Accomplish  utility,  drainage,  and  other  relocations 
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or  alterations  as  necessary.  Provide  and  maintain  a  suitable  access 
road  and  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities  including  a  public 
landing  at  Barbers  Point  small-boat  harbor  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  items 
of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Navy:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  importance  of  Honolulu 
Harbor  to  both  national  and  international  shipping  and  considers 
the  improvements  necessary  to  maintain  the  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  development  of  the  islands.  The  deep-draft  harbor  at 
Barbers  Point  would  serve  to  reduce  future  shipping  congestion  in 
Honolulu  Harbor. 

Houston  Ship  Channel,  Greens  Bayou,  Tex. 

(H.  Doc.  257,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Greens  Bayou  is  a  small  coastal  stream  which  rises 
northwest  of  Houston  and  flows  easterly  and  southerly  across  Harris 
County  and  through  the  city  of  Houston  for  about  44  miles  to  where 
it  empties  into  Buffalo  Bayou  (Houston  ship  channel))  about  16  miles 
above  Galveston  Bay. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
adopted  August  15,  1961. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  navigation  project  on  Greens 
Bayou.  Local  interests  have  dredged  a  channel  36  feet  deep  for  a 
distance  of  1,800  feet  from  the  mouth  to  the  port  of  Houston  terminal 
and  15  to  20  feet  deep  to  mile  1.15. 

Navigation  problem. — The  lack  of  a  dependable  depth  in  the  lower 
3.7  miles  of  the  channel  and  two  sharp  bends  in  this  reach  delay  the 
shallow-draft  barge  tows  calling  at  wharves  on  Greens  Bayou. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Greens  Bayou 
by  restoration  of  the  existing  channel  from  mile  0  to  mile  0.34  to  a 
depth  of  36  feet  and  a  width  of  175  feet,  with  suitable  flaring  at  the 
entrance  from  the  Houston  ship  channel,  but  with  no  Federal  dredging 
within  75  feet  of  adjacent  wharves;  and  dredging  a  channel  15  feet 
deep  and  100  feet  wide  from  mile  0.34  to  mile  1.55,  thence  12  feet 
deep  and  100  feet  wide  to  mile  2.81,  with  widening  to  150  feet  at 
two  sharp  bends. 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


Estimated  cost  [price  level  of  September  1964 ) 


$470,  000 

210,  000 


Total 


680,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$18, 700 
39, 000 

$8,400 
4, 900 

$27, 100 
43, 900 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _  _ 

57, 700 

13,300 

71,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

144, 500 
3, 500 

Vessel  damage  reduction _ 

Total _ _  ... 

148, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio . — 2 . 1 . 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way- 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  improve¬ 
ments  and  for  aids  to  navigation,  including  suitable  areas  determined 
to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent 
disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and 
embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance;  make  all  alterations  of  pipelines,  powerlines, 
utility  lines,  cables,  and  highway  facilities;  and  provide  and  maintain 
at  local  expense  depths  in  berthing  and  mooring  areas  and  local  access 
channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  depths  provided 
in  the  related  project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — -No  objection. 

Remarks.- — -The  committee  believes  the  improvement  is  a  desirable 
increment  in  the  continuing  development  and  growth  of  one  of  the 
Nation’s  important  ports  in  both  international  and  coastal  commerce. 
The  improvement  of  the  shallow-draft  portion  of  the  channel  will 
provide  important  transportation  saving  for  barge  traffic  serving 
the  inland  waterway  system  and  vessels  engaged  in  offshore  drilling 
operations. 

Indiana  Harbor,  Ind. 

(H.  Doc.  227,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Indiana  Harbor  is  at  the  south  end  of  Lake  Michigan, 
4.5  miles  east  of  the  State  line  between  Illinois  and  Indiana. 

Authority. — In  partial  response  to  similar  resolutions  adopted  by 
the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  May  18,  and  June  27,  1956,  respectively. 

Existing  proiect. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for:  A 
northerly  breakwater  2,520  feet  long  and  an  easterly  breakwater  3,807 
feet  long;  an  entrance  channel  from  the  lake  about  800  feet  wide,  29 
feet  deep  at  the  outer  end,  and  28  feet  deep  at  the  inner  end;  an  anchor¬ 
age  and  maneuver  basin  in  the  outer  harbor  28  feet  deep;  a  canal  en- 
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trance  channel  290  feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep;  channels  260  feet  wide 
and  22  feet  deep  hi  Indiana  Harbor  Canal  to  the  forks,  and  in  Calumet 
River  Branch  to  141st  Street;  a  channel  160  feet  wide  and  22  feet 
deep  in  the  Lake  George  Branch  from  the  forks  to  White  Oak  Avenue; 
a  turning  basin  22  feet  deep,  lakeward  of  Canal  Street  and  at  the  forks; 
and  maintenance  of  a  channel  80  feet  wide  and  20  feet  deep  in  Calumet 
River  Branch  from  141st  Street  to  Calumet  River. 

Navigation  problem. — Lack  of  depth  to  accommodate  vessels  in 
Great  Lakes  fleet  serving  local  docks. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  depth  of  25  feet 
in  the  main  canal  from  the  landward  end  of  the  canal  entrance  channel 
for  about  2,860  feet  to  a  point  lakeward  of  the  Dickey  Place  Bridge, 
over  a  modified  channel  width  of  190  feet  except  through  the  bridge 
opening. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  May  1963) 


Federal _  $96,  000 

Non-Federal _  197,  000 

Total _  293,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges:  Interest  and  amortization _  _  _ 

$3, 800 

$7, 600 

$11, 400 
507, 400 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _ _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 44.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  im¬ 
provement;  provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
depths  in  berthing  areas  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with 
the  depth  provided  in  the  related  project  area;  and  accomplish  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  such  relocations,  as  may  be  required,  of 
submarine  utility  crossings.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willing¬ 
ness  to  furnish  the  required  cooperation  for  the  proposed  improve¬ 
ment. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Indiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress,  subject  to  consideration  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  made  in  its  letter.  The  Bureau  notes  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  recommends  that  the  authorization  contain  an  additional  item 
of  local  cooperation  providing  for  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  (local  interests)  will  contribute  one- 
half  of  the  cost  of  construction  dredging,  currently  estimated  at  $48,- 
000.  The  estimated  cost  to  the  United  States  on  this  basis  would  be 
$48,000  for  construction.  The  Bureau  believes  this  to  be  a  reason¬ 
able  amount  of  special  cost  sharing  in  this  project  modification. 
Accordingly,  it  concurs  in  the  recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army.  The  Bureau  considers,  further,  that  if  such  cost  sharing 
is  not  provided,  construction  of  the  project  modification  should  not 
commence  until  there  is  convincing  evidence  that  there  will  be  addi¬ 
tional  beneficiaries  from  the  project  modification  by  the  time  con¬ 
struction  is  completed. 
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Remarks. — The  committee  views  this  project  as  a  needed  element 
in  progressive  development  of  Indiana  Harbor  in  the  service  of  com¬ 
mercial  navigation  and  considers  that  no  special  benefits  would 
accrue.  Local  costs  necessary  in  connection  with  the  project  would 
be  more  than  twice  the  estimated  Federal  cost.  The  committee  con¬ 
siders  the  local  cooperation  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  be  appropriate. 


Jacksonville  Harbor,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  214,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Jacksonville  Harbor  is  in  northeast  Florida,  about  125 
miles  south  of  Savannah  Harbor,  Ga.,  and  about  145  miles  north  of 
Canaveral  Harbor,  Fla. 

Authority. — Resolution  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  May  9,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Jacksonville 
Harbor  provides  for  a  channel  34  feet  deep  and  400  to  1,200  feet  wide 
from  the  ocean  to  Commodore  Point  via  a  cutoff  channel  from  St. 
Johns  Bluff  (Fulton)  to  Dame  Point  and  via  Terminal  Channel  to 
Commodore  Point,  and  thence  30  feet  deep  to  the  Florida  East  Coast 
Railroad  bridge,  with  increased  width  at  the  bends;  maintenance  of 
two  jetties,  1,600  feet  apart,  built  at  the  entrance  under  a  previous 
project;  construction  of  training  walls  and  revetments;  and  a  channel 
30  feet  deep  and  750  to  1,100  feet  wide  along  the  northerly  side  of 
Blount  Island.  The  bar  channel  was  dredged  42  and  40  feet  deep  and 
800  feet  wide  in  1951,  and  has  been  maintained  to  those  dimensions 
with  Navy  funds.  All  depths  are  referred  to  local  mean  low  water. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  channel  depths  restrict  passage  of 
deep-draft  vessels  to  high  tides  and  do  not  permit  full  loading  of  the 
larger  tanks  and  cargo  vessels;  present  channel  depth  and  widths 
restrict  safe  and  expeditious  maneuvering  of  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Maintenance  of  the  existing 
entrance  channel  at  depths  of  42  and  40  feet;  deepening  of  the  main 
ship  channel  to  38  feet  upstream  to  mile  20;  and  widening  of  the 
channel  by  100  feet  near  mile  5  and  by  200  feet  near  mile  7. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  1963) 

Federal _ $8,  484,  000 

Non-Federal _  226,  000 


Total 


8,  710,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$331,000 
57, 000 
2,000 

$27, 000 

$358, 000 
57, 000 
2,000 

Total  _ _  _  _  _  _  _  _ 

390, 000 

27, 000 

417, 000 

General 

Local 

Total 

Annual  benefits: 

$797, 000 
22, 000 

$797, 000 
44,000 

Land  enhancement _ 

$22, 000 

819, 000 

22, 000 

841, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  2.6  percent  of  the  contract 
price  plus  supervision  and  administration  thereof  for  all  items  of  work 
to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  an  amount  now  estimated 
at  $226,000  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of  construction, 
or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items  in  accordance 
with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
the  final  allocation  of  cost  to  be  made  after  the  actual  costs  have  been 
determined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for 
initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such 
retaining  works ;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  any  dam¬ 
ages  that  may  be  attributed  to  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
project;  and,  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  depths 
in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals 
commensurate  with  the  depth  provided  in  the  related  project  areas. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— As  a  result  of  inadequate  channel  depths  in  Jacksonville 
Harbor  the  large  petroleum  and  bulk  cargo  vessels  are  subject  to 
tidal  delays  or  are  restricted  to  partial  loading.  Present  channel 
widths  and  depths  restrict  expeditious  and  safe  maneuvering  of 
vessels.  The  committee  considers  the  improvements  to  be  needed  to 
correct  these  conditions. 
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Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii 
(H.  Doc.  75,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Kawaihae  Harbor  is  on  the  northwest  coast  of  the  island 
of  Hawaii,  about  85  nautical  miles  northwest  of  Hilo  Harbor,  Hawaii, 
and  about  150  nautical  miles  southeast  of  Honolulu  Harbor  on  the 
island  of  Oahu. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  Resolutions  adopted 
March  17,  1960,  and  May  10,  1962.  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  Resolution  adopted  May  10,  1962.  Section  110  of  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  May  17,  1950. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a 
2,900-foot-long  entrance  channel  400  to  520  feet  wide  and  40  feet 
deep;  a  harbor  basin  1,250  feet  square  and  35  feet  deep;  and  a  break¬ 
water  2,650  feet  long.  Local  interests  have  provided  adequate 
terminal  and  transfer  facilities  and  two  harbors  for  small  craft,  one 
near  the  entrance  and  one  at  the  inner  end  of  the  harbor. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  was  designed  for  use  by 
vessels  of  the  size  which  were  expected  to  use  the  harbor.  Since  the 
project  completion  the  primary  users  of  the  harbor  have  changed  to 
the  use  ol  vessels  which  are  140  feet  longer  than  those  for  which  the 
project  was  designed.  Present  width  of  channel  and  size  of  harbor 
basin  are  inadequate  for  safe  operation  of  the  longer  vessels  except 
under  the  most  favorable  weather  conditions.  Surge  within  the  basin 
interferes  with  loading  and  unloading  operations,  particularly  at  the 
barge  wharf. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  proposed  plan  consists  of 
widening  the  seaward  1,200  feet  of  the  entrance  channel,  widening  the 
harbor  basin  by  200  feet,  lengthening  the  harbor  by  a  maximum  of 
500  feet,  extending  the  present  breakwater  by  about  750  feet,  con¬ 
structing  a  wave  absorber  at  the  inner  end  of  the  deep  draft  harbor, 
and  providing  a  small-boat  harbor  between  the  wave  absorber  and 
the  inner  end  of  the  basin. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1963) 

Federal _  $2,  291,  000 

Non-Fed eral _  46,  000 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 2,337,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$89, 000 
7,000 

$1,800 

0 

$90, 800 
7, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

96, 000 

1.800 

97, 800 

Annual  benefits: 

12, 800 
161, 300 
25, 900 
4, 800 
55,  200 

Transportation  saving.  _  _ 

Land  enhancement _ 

Total  _ 

260, 000 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.7. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  0.6  and  46. 3  percent  of  the 
first  costs  of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  for  the 
deep-  and  light-draft  harbor  improvements  presently  estimated  at 
$14,000  and  $26,000,  respectively.  Provide  lands,  easements,  rights- 
of-way  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  including  spoil 
areas  and  necessary  retaining  measures  or  costs  thereof.  Hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages.  Provide  and  maintain 
adequate  public  terminals  and  transfer  facilities  in  the  deep-draft 
harbor  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Provide  and  maintain  depths 
in  berthing  areas  commensurate  with  project  depths.  Accomplish 
all  relocations.  Provide  and  maintain  necessary  mooring  facilities 
and  utilities  including  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities 
in  the  light-draft  harbor  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  furnish  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  existing  project  dimensions 
preclude  use  of  the  size  of  vessel  generally  in  use  by  the  primary 
users  of  the  harbor.  Surge  within  the  harbor  basin  interferes  with 
loading  and  unloading  operations.  The  improvements  are  needed  to 
correct  these  conditions. 

Lexington  Harbor,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  301,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  village  of  Lexington  is  on  the  southwesterly  shore  of 
Lake  Huron,  about  20  miles  from  the  head  of  the  St.  Clair  River  at 
Port  Huron. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  navigation  project  at 
Lexington.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  fishing  pier  extending 
into  water  5  feet  deep.  Timber  piling,  remains  of  old  shipping  piers, 
are  along  the  waterfront  south  of  the  fishing  pier. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  a  need  for  a  protected  harbor  in  this 
area  for  recreational  boating,  commercial  fishing,  and  to  serve  as  a 
harbor  of  refuge. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvements  consisting  of 
breakwaters  totaling  about  2,000  feet  in  length  with  recreational 
fishing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater,  an  anchorage  and  maneuver 
area  of  about  6  acres,  8  feet  deep,  and  a  flared  approach  channel  10 
feet  deep,  decreasing  in  width  to  160  feet  between  the  breakwaters. 

The  improvement  for  navigation  may  be  undertaken  independently 
of  the  public  recreational  fishing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater 
whenever  funds  for  that  purpose  are  available  and  the  required  local 
cooperation  has  been  furnished.  The  sizing  and  responsibility  for 
development,  maintenance,  and  replacement  of  these  facilities  may  be 
modified  in  accordance  with  the  alternatives  provided  in  the  Federal 
Water  Project  Recreation  Act  depending  on  the  intentions  of  non- 
Federal  interests  redarding  participation  in  the  costs  of  these  features 
at  the  time  of  construction  and  subsequent  thereto. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  May  1962) 

Federal _ _ _ $570,  000 

Non-Federal _  359,  000 


Total _  929.  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  _ _ _ 

$23,  000 
6,000 
400 

$14,  700 
2,000 

$37,  700 
8,  000 
400 

Maintenance  and  dredging _  .  ..  _  . 

Maintenance,  navigational  aids _ 

Total _  _ 

29,  400 

16, 700 

46, 100 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating . . . . 

33,  200 
5,000 
10,  500 
7,000 

Harbor  of  refuge _ 

Commercial  fishing _ _ _ _ 

Fishing  from  pier.  _  _ 

Total _  _ _ 

55, 700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash,  due  to  recreational  boating 
benefits,  39  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  construction  of  the  general 
navigation  facilities,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at 
$348,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion,  subject  to  final  adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  deter¬ 
mined;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
and  rights-of-way  required  for  the  construction  and  subsequent 
maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the 
request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest 
for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining 
dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such 
retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
due  to  the  construction  works  and  subsequent  use,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  project;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities  including 
an  adequate  public  landing  with  provision  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel, 
lubricants,  and  potable  water,  and  a  parking  lot  with  adequate  sani¬ 
tary  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  the  dredging  of  berthing 
areas  to  be  commensurate  with  the  depth  of  the  Federal  improve¬ 
ment;  establish  a  properly  constituted  and  competent  public  body 
empowered  to  cooperate  financially  and  to  provide  and  operate 
essential  local  facilities;  reserve  spaces  within  the  anchorage  and 
mooring  facilities  adequate  for  the  accommodation  of  transient  craft; 
pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  fees) 
with  interest,  one-half  of  the  separable  cost  of  the  structural  modifica¬ 
tions  necessary  to  provide  for  recreational  fishing  facilities  on  the 
mam  breakwater,  less  one-half  of  the  cost  of  associated  parking 
facilities  to  be  provided  locally,  the  amount  involved  currently  being 
estimated  at  $11,000;  and  bear  all  costs  of  maintenance  and  replace¬ 
ment  of  these  modifications,  the  amount  involved  currently  being 
estimated  at  $2,000  on  an  average  annual  basis. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

53-113—65 - 13 
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Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  301,  88th  Congress,  were 
modified  by  Department  of  the  Army  letter  to  the  Public  Works 
Committee  of  the  Senate  dated  April  5,  1965.  The  modification 
provides  conformity  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act, 
with  a  resultant  small  increase  in  Federal  cost.  The  committee 
considers  this  change  to  be  appropriate.  The  committee  notes  the 
need  for  a  protected  harbor  in  this  area  for  recreational  boating, 
commercial  fishing,  and  for  refuge. 

Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio 

Existing  project.- — The  authorized  project  for  Lorain  Harbor  de¬ 
scribed  in  House  Document  166,  86th  Congress,  provides  for  dredging 
an  area  referred  to  as  cut  No.  1.  This  authorization  required  that 
local  interests  provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary 
for  the  project  modification. 

Navigation  problem. — The  project  as  authorized  will  require  the 
taking  of  land  now  used  for  iron  ore  storage.  Since  the  area  needed 
for  construction  of  cut  No.  1  is  now  used  for  other  purposes  not 
anticipated  at  the  time  local  interests  furnished  assurances  of  local 
cooperation,  they  have  recommended  construction  of  a  bulkhead  to 
decrease  the  amount  of  land  required  for  the  project. 

Remarks.— The  city  of  Lorain,  Ohio,  at  the  time  the  project  for 
Lorain  Harbor  was  authorized  agreed  to  furnish  lands  for  the  project. 
However,  subsequent  to  authorization  these  lands  are  being  used  for 
iron  ore  storage.  Modification  of  the  project  to  provide  for  Federal 
construction  of  a  retaining  bulkhead  decreasing  the  amount  of  land 
necessary  for  the  project  is  considered  by  the  committee  to  be 
necessary  and  in  the  public  interest. 

Mermentau  River,  La. 

(H.  Doc.  239,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Mermentau  River  is  formed  by  the  junction  of 
Bayous  Nezpique  and  des  Cannes  about  2  miles  above  the  town  of 
Mermentau,  35  miles  east  of  Lake  Charles,  La.,  and  flows  generally 
south  for  about  72  miles  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  June  7,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  removal 
of  obstructions  to  navigation  in  the  entire  Mermentau  River,  the  lower 
25  miles  of  Bayou  Nezpique,  and  lower  8.5  miles  of  Bayou  des  Cannes, 
and  for  a  channel  in  the  Mermentau  River  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet 
wide  from  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  the  junction  of  the 
two  bayous.  The  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  provides  shallow- 
draft  channel  connections  to  New  Orleans  and  the  Mississippi  River 
on  the  east  and  the  Texas  gulf  coast  ports  on  the  west. 

Navigation  problem. — There  is  need  for  enlargement  of  the  existing 
channel  as  necessary  to  afford  the  Mermentau  River  area  the  same 
accommodations  for  barge  service  as  are  available  on  the  Gulf  Intra- 
coastal  W  aterway. 
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Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Enlargement  and  realinement 
of  the  existing  channel  in  the  Mermentau  River  above  the  Gulf 
Intracoastal  Waterway  to  dimensions  of  12  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide  through  Lake  Arthur  and  12  feet  deep  and  125  feet  wide  to  the 
Interstate  Highway  No.  10  crossings  of  Bayous  Nezpique  and  des 
Cannes,  and  replacement  of  the  highway  bridge  at  Lake  Arthur. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  196  if) 

Federal _ _ 1 _ $2,690,000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  645,000 

Total _ _ _ _  3,335,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$107, 100 
22, 600 

0 

$25, 600 

0 

3,300 

$132,  700 
22, 600 
3, 300 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Increased  vehicular  costs _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

129, 700 

28, 900 

158,600 
259, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Savings  in  operating  costs _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project 
aid  for  aids  for  navigation,  including  suitable  areas  determined  to  be 
required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent 
disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bukllieads,  and 
embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance;  design  and  construct  a  replacement  high¬ 
way  bridge  at  Lake  Arthur  having  clearances  of  50  feet  vertically 
above  high  water  and  about  200  feet  horizontally,  and  bear  17.1 
percent  of  the  cost  of  design  and  construction  of  the  birdge  by  non- 
Federal  interests  (exclusive  of  Corps  of  Engineers  costs),  a  sum 
currently  estimated  at  $33S,000,  and  maintain  and  operate  the  bridge 
after  construction  without  cost  to  the  United  States;  provide  and 
maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms,  and  depths  in  mooring  areas  and 
local  access  channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the 
depths  provided  in  related  project  areas;  and  make  all  modifications 
to  roads,  bridges,  pipelines,  cables,  and  any  other  utilities  (except 
the  Lake  Arthur  highway  bridge).  Local  interests  have  indicated 
their  willingness  to  meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Public  Health  Service:  Favorable. 

State  of  Louisiana:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  recommendation  to  modify  the  existing  project  by 
constructing  this  branch  channel  to  the  same  dimensions  as  the 
Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  with  which  it  connects  is  logical.  The 
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enlarged  channel  would  increase  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  the  barge 
traffic  and  larger  vessels  operating  over  other  connecting  waterways 
into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  and  Thimble 

Shoal  Channel,  Va. 

(H.  Doc.  187,  89tli  Cong.) 

Location. — The  southern  end  of  Chesapeake  Bay. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  15,  1961. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Norfolk  Harbor 
provides  in  general  for  a  main  channel  40  feet  deep  and  1,500  feet 
wide  from  deep  water  in  Hampton  Roads  to  a  point  just  south  of  the 
Hampton  Roads  Army  Terminal  piers;  thence  40  feet  deep  and  750 
feet  wide  to  the  mouth  of  Southern  Branch  of  Elizabeth  River;  thence 
40  feet  deep  and  450  feet  wide  up  this  branch  to  the  Belt  Line  Railroad 
bridge,  a  total  distance  of  13.8  miles,  including  an  approach  and 
turning  area  of  the  same  depth  opposite  the  Norfolk  Naval  Shipyard; 
thence  35  feet  deep,  375  feet  wide  and  one  mile  long  to  the  first 
Norfolk  and  Western  Railway  bridge;  thence  35  feet  deep,  250  feet 
wide,  and  3.1  miles  long  to  a  turning  basin  of  the  same  depth  and 
600  feet  by  600  feet;  for  subsidiary  channels  in  the  Eastern  and  Western 
Branches  and  Scotts  Creek;  anchorage  areas  on  the  west  side  of  the 
40-foot  channel  opposite  Lambert  Point  and  south  of  Craney  Island 
aggregating  173  acres,  consisting  of:  one  anchorage  space  1,500  feet 
square  and  38  feet  deep;  one  anchorage  space  1,500  feet  square  and 
35  feet  deep;  and  one  anchorage  space  1,000  feet  wide,  3,000  feet 
long,  and  20  feet  deep;  another  anchorage  of  45  acres,  12  feet  deep, 
near  Pinner  Point;  and  a  disposal  area  of  about  2,500  acres  adjacent  to 
and  north  of  Craney  Island  with  appurtenant  facilities. 

A  prior  report,  submitted  to  Congress  April  7,  1965,  recommends 
modification  of  the  project  for  Norfolk  Harbor  to  provide  two  anchor¬ 
ages  at  is  junction  with  channel  to  Newport  News  and  opposite 
Sewells  Point,  40  feet  deep  over  swinging  radii  of  1,200  feet,  and 
widening  of  the  Newport  News  Channel  from  600  to  800  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — The  improvement  of  channel  and  anchorage 
facilities  has  not  kept  pace  with  the  port’s  increase  in  waterborne 
commerce  and  number  of  deep-draft  commercial  vessels  that  are 
being  used. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvements. — Provides  for  deepening 
Thimble  Shoal  Channel,  channel  to  Newport  News,  and  Norfolk 
Harbor  Channel  upstream  to  Lambert  Point  to  a  depth  of  45  feet  over 
channel  widths  as  currently  authorized,  except  that  the  Craney 
Island  reach  of  Norfolk  Harbor  Channel  is  to  be  widened  from  750 
feet  to  800  feet,  and  the  channel  to  Newport  News  is  to  be  widened 
from  600  feet  to  800  feet  as  recommended  in  a  prior  report;  and  deepen¬ 
ing  of  four  40-foot  anchorages,  recommended  in  a  previous  report, 
to  a  depth  of  45  feet  with  the  easternmost  anchorage  at  Sewells  Point 
opposite  the  U.S.  Naval  Station,  Norfolk,  and  the  adjacent  naval 
maneuvering  area  to  be  dredged  initially;  and  the  dredging  of  the 
three  remaining  anchorages  (westernmost  anchorage  at  Sewells  Point 
and  the  two  opposite  Newport  News)  to  be  deferred  until  the  need 
therefor  develops;  and  extension  of  the  existing  40-foot  channel  in 
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Southern  Branch  upstream  a  distance  of  1  mile  to  the  Norfolk  and 
Western  Kailway  bridge;  and  provision  of  a  turning  basin  in  the 
Southern  Branch  opposite  the  mouth  of  St.  Julian  Creek. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  November  196 If) 

Federal _  $25,  600,  000 

Non-Federal _  500,  000 

Total _  26,  100,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _ 

$1, 171, 300 
68,700 

$20,000 

0 

$1, 191,300 
68,700 

Maintenance  and  operation _ 

Total  _ 

1,240,000 

20,000 

1, 260, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  damages  and  savings  in  time _ 

10,000 
6, 388, 000 

Transportation  savings . . . . _  __ 

Total . . .  ___  _ _ _ _ _ 

6, 398, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 5.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  improvements;  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
such  alterations  and  relocations  of  sewer,  water  supply,  drainage, 
and  other  utility  facilities  as  may  be  required  for  construction  of  the 
project;  and  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States 
depths  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  commensurate 
with  depths  provided  in  the  related  project  areas.  Local  interests 
are  willing  and  able  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  project  is  urgently 
needed  to  provide  for  the  larger  vessels,  including  coal  carriers, 
that  are  using  this  port.  The  committee  notes  the  close  functional 
relationship  between  anchorage  areas  and  other  features  of  the  project. 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels 
(H.  Doc.  108,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Northeast  corner  of  Staten  Island,  N.Y.  Entrance  to 
Kill  Van  Kull  from  upper  New  York  Bay. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  30,  1955,  and  June  27,  1956. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  through  lower  New  York 
Bay,  Raritan  Bay,  Arthur  Kill,  lower  Newark  Bay,  and  Kill  Van 
Kull  to  upper  New  York  Bay,  with  depths  of  37  feet  in  rock  and  35 
feet  in  soft  material,  with  widths  of  500  to  800  feet;  two  anchor¬ 
ages  38  feet  deep;  a  dike  north  of  Shooters  Island;  and  two  secondary 
channels  30  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide,  one  south  of  Shooters  Island 
and  the  other  in  Raritan  Bay  connecting  with  Raritan  River. 
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Navigation  problem. — Insufficient  width  of  entrance  channel  to  Kill 
Van  Kull  from  upper  New  York  Bay  for  the  existing  and  prospective 
commerce. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — Provides  for  widening  the  en¬ 
trance  channel  to  Kill  Van  Kull  from  upper  New  York  Bay  to  a 
width  of  1,400  feet  in  the  bay  to  a  point  near  the  intersection  with 
the  channel  along  the  New  Jersey  pierhead  line,  thence  narrowing  to 
a  minimum  width  of  1,000  feet  to  a  point  opposite  the  east  end  of 
Constable  Hook,  a  distance  of  1 . 1  miles,  all  to  the  present!}7  authorized 
depths  of  37  feet  in  rock  and  35  feet  in  other  material. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1963) 

Federal _ _ _ $2,581,000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  2,  581,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  .  _  _  . 

$100, 000 
20, 000 

0 

0 

$100,  000 
20,000 

Maintenance _ _ _ 

Total _  _ _ _ 

120, 000 

0 

120, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Reduction  in  vessel  damage . .  ...  ... 

185, 130 
48, 790 
79, 030 

Reduction  iu  transit  time..  _ _ _  _ _ 

Reduction  in  vessel  delays _ _ _ 

Total _ 

312, 950 

Benefit-cost  ratio — 2.6. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  recommended  improvement,  and  for 
maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation,  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial 
disposal  of  spoil;  and  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  that  may  result  from  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  improvement.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  and 
ability  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  recommended  im¬ 
provement  is  urgently  needed  to  provide  safe  and  efficient  use  of  the 
channel. 
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New  York  Harbor,  N.Y.  (Anchorage  Areas) 

(S.  Doc.  17,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— The  New  York  metropolitan  area. 

Authority. —  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
July  16,  1957. 

Existing  'project. — Provides  for  Ambrose  Channel  from  the  ocean 
through  the  lower  bay  to  the  Narrows,  a  distance  of  10.2  miles,  a 
width  of  2,000  feet,  and  a  depth  of  45  feet  below  mean  low  water;  for 
anchorage  channel,  a  5.7-mile  extension  of  Ambrose  Channel  with  the 
same  depth  and  width  from  the  Narrows  through  the  anchorage 
grounds  in  the  upper  bay  to  the  Hudson  and  East  Rivers;  for  the 
southerly  entrance  channel  and  bayside  channel  from  the  ocean,  east 
of  Sandy  Hook,  to  the  junction  with  main  ship  channel,  a  distance  of 
7.1  miles,  a  width  of  800  feet  and  a  depth  of  35  feet  below  mean  low 
water;  for  main  ship  channel,  from  bayside  channel  to  deep  water 
in  the  lower  bay,  a  distance  of  5.3  miles,  a  width  of  1,000  feet  and  a 
depth  of  30  feet  below  mean  low  water;  for  the  removal  of  Craven 
Shoal  to  a  depth  of  30  feet  below  mean  low  water;  for  a  channel  2.3 
miles  long,  200  feet  wide,  and  16  feet  deep  at  mean  low  water  reaching 
from  bell  buoy  23  to  Hoffman  and  Swinburne  Islands;  for  an  irregular, 
triangular-shaped  anchorage  area  in  the  southerly  half  of  Red  Hook 
Flats  with  an  area  of  about  442  acres  and  depths  of  40  and  30  feet 
below  mean  low  water;  for  an  anchorage  in  the  vicinity  of  Liberty 
(Bedloe)  Island,  with  an  area  of  about  160  acres  and  a  depth  of  20 
feet  at  mean  low  water;  and  for  a  channel  along  New  Jersey  pierhead 
line  connecting  Kill  Van  Kull  with  deep  water  in  anchorage  channel 
at  a  point  south  of  the  Liberty  Island  anchorage,  a  distance  of  about 
3  miles,  a  width  of  500  feet,  increasing  to  800  feet  at  bends,  and  a 
depth  of  20  feet  at  mean  low  water. 

Navigation  problem . — The  increase  in  use  of  large  tankers  and  dry- 
cargo  vessels  has  resulted  in  serious  congestion  in  the  existing  anchor¬ 
age  areas  and  accidents  due  to  grounding  and  collisions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  deepening  the 
southern  section  of  anchorage  21B  (Red  Hook  Flats)  south  of  the 
fairway,  for  a  width  of  about  2,000  feet  over  an  area  of  145  acres,  from 
a  depth  of  30  and  40  feet  below  mean  low  water  to  45  feet  below  mean 
low  water;  the  middle  section  for  a  width  of  about  3,300  feet  over  an 
area  of  187  acres,  from  a  depth  of  30  and  40  feet  below  mean  low 
water  to  40  feet  below  mean  low  water;  and  the  northern  section  for  a 
width  of  about  3,900  feet  over  an  area  of  150  acres,  from  a  depth  of 
30  feet  below  mean  low  water  to  35  feet  below  mean  low  water; 
enlarging  and  deepening  anchorage  21B  (Red  Hook  Flats)  north  of 
the  fairway,  to  an  average  width  of  2,700  feet  and  extending  the  length 
to  the  Buttermilk  Channel  cutoff  so  as  to  encompass  446  acres,  and 
deepening  from  a  natural  depth  of  14  feet  and  more  at  mean  low 
water  to  35  feet  below  mean  low  water  including  the  westerly  3,200 
feet  of  the  fairway;  and  deepening  anchorage  49C  in  Gravesend  Bay 
for  a  width  of  about  2,300  feet  over  an  area  of  334  acres,  from  a  depth 
of  30  feet  and  more  at  mean  low  water  to  47  feet  at  mean  low  water 
and  changing  its  existing  regulations  to  permit  its  use  by  commercial 
vessels  and  passenger  liners  when  use  of  the  anchorage  by  naval  and 
military  vessels  will  permit. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  November  1963 ) 


Federal _ $44,852,000 

Non-Federal _ _ _ 

Total _  44,  852,  000 

Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  1,  748,  800 

Maintenance _  100,  000 

Total _ _ 1,  848,  800 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  vessel  damage _  76,  000 

Savings  in  transportation _  2,  604,  000 

Total _  2,  680,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.5. 


Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  construction  and  maintenance  of 
aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project  including  submarine 
structures;  and  accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  removal 
or  relocation  of  pipelines  and  other  utilities,  if  necessary.  Local 
interests  are  able  and  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  States  arid  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — -The  committee  notes  that  there  is  a  need  for  additional 
anchorage  areas  due  to  the  increase  in  the  size  of  vessels  as  well  as  the 
congestion  in  the  existing  anchorages. 

Oceanside  Harbor,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  76,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Oceanside  Harbor  is  on  the  coast  of  southern  California 
about  30  miles  north  of  San  Diego.  It  is  situated  adjacent  to  the  Del 
Mar  boat  basin  (Camp  Pendleton)  and  within  the  city  of  Oceanside. 

Authority. — Public  Law  14,  79th  Congress,  approved  March  2,  1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  general  navigation. 
The  Del  Mar  boat  basin,  developed  by  the  Navy,  consists  of  two 
jetties,  an  entrance  channel,  and  an  inner  basin  for  military  craft. 
Local  interests  constructed  the  Oceanside  small-boat  harbor  in  1963 
which  consists  of  an  approach  channel  20  feet  deep  common  to  the 
Del  Mar  basin,  and  inner  channels  and  a  turning  basin  10  to  20  feet 
deep,  protected  by  a  jetty,  groin,  and  revetment.  The  Oceanside 
Harbor  served  as  a  source  of  material  for  the  Federal  beach  erosion 
project  at  Oceanside  which  was  completed  in  1963. 

Navigation  problem. — The  approach  and  entrance  channels  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  shoaling  from  upcoast  and  downcoast  littoral  drift.  Local 
interests  desire  Federal  maintenance  of  the  general  navigation  facili- 
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ties  of  Oceanside  Harbor.  The  Navy  has  requested  that  maintenance 
of  the  approach  and  entrance  channels  to  Del  Mar  boat  basin  be  com¬ 
bined  with  the  project  for  maintenance  of  Oceanside  Harbor. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Federal  maintenance  of  Ocean- 
side  Harbor  at  an  estimated  annual  cost  of  $210,000  of  which  $10,000 
would  be  for  structural  maintenance  and  $200,000  would  be  for  main¬ 
tenance  dredging  to  be  paid  in  equal  apportionment  from  funds  al¬ 
lotted  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  Department  of  the  Navy. 

Estimated,  cost  ( Oceanside  Harbor  only,  if  constructed  as  a  Federal  project,  1962-63 

price  level ) 

Federal- _  $661,  000 

Non-Federal _  759,  000 

Total _  1,  420,  000 


Project  economics  ( Oceanside  Harbor,  if  constructed  as  a  Federal  project) 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ 

$25, 900 
110,  000 

$29,  700 

0 

$55, 600 
>  110, 000 

Maintanence  and  operation . 

Total _ _  _ 

135,  900 

29,  700 

165, 000 

Annual  benefits:  Recreational  boating  and  fishing . 

257, 800 

i  Excludes  $100,000  for  entrance  channel  to  Del  Mar  basin. 


Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Furnish  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  Unired  States  free  from  damages;  provide  adequate 
service  frontage  and  a  public  landing  with  suitable  supply  facilities, 
necessary  mooring  facilities,  and  utilities,  access  roads,  parking  areas, 
and  related  public-use  shore  facilities,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
operate  a  general  anchorage  area  and/or  mooring  facilities  open  to  all 
on  equal  terms ;  secure  and  hold  in  the  public  interest  all  lands  border¬ 
ing  the  development  to  a  width  for  proper  functioning  of  the  harbor; 
and  be  responsible  for  any  maintenance  required  as  a  result  of  flooding 
from  the  San  Luis  Rey  River  over  the  flood  control  wall  into  the 
south  harbor  channel.  Local  interests  have  expressed  willingness  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  the  Navy:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  committee  notes  that  the  small-boat  harbor  con¬ 
structed  by  local  interests  at  Oceanside  serves  general  navigation, 
and  that,  combining  maintenance  of  the  channels  for  the  Navy’s  Del 
Mar  boat  basin  with  the  channels  for  Oceanside  Harbor  would  reduce 
overall  maintenance  costs.  The  committee  believes  that  maintenance 
of  the  general  navigation  features  of  Oceanside  Harbor,  together  with 
the  channels  to  Del  Mar  boat  basin,  is  an  appropriate  Federal  under¬ 
taking. 

Local  interests  performed  dredging  during  August  1965  within  the 
project  limits  as  would  be  defined  by  the  recommendations  in  House 
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Document  76,  89th  Congress.  Performance  of  this  dredging  was 
necessary  in  the  interest  of  safety  to  navigation  and  to  permit  the 
continued  efficient  use  of  the  harbor.  Accordingly,  the  committee 
considers  it  appropriate  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  be  authorized 
to  reimburse  local  interests  for  any  work  done  by  such  interests  on 
the  projects  after  August  1,  1965.  The  committee  recommends  that 
reimbursement  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  the  work  is  in  accordance  with  the  project  as  otherwise 
authorized. 

Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers,  Removal  of  Drift,  District  of 
Columbia,  Virginia,  and  Maryland 

(H.  Doc.  286,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — In  the  Washington,  D.C.,  metropolitan  area. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
August  15,  1961. 

Existing  project. — None  for  removal  of  drift. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  boatmen  and  marina  operators  have 
expressed  growing  concern  for  the  navigation  hazards  presented  by 
floating  debris.  The  fast  growing  popularity  of  recreational  boating 
as  a  family  sport  or  hobby  has  greatly  increased  the  accident  rate  in 
this  area.  Elimination  of  this  safety  hazard  and  constant  source  of 
boat  damage  is  both  desirable  and  necessary.  Also  of  considerable 
importance  is  the  esthetic  value  of  a  watercourse  in  the  Nation’s 
Capital  free  of  debris. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  separate  project  for  the 
removal  of  drift  and  debris  from  the  Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers 
and  their  tributaries  in  the  Washington  metropolitan  area  from  the 
head  of  tidewater  to  Mount  Vernon,  Va. 

Project  economics 


Annual  charges:  Maintenance  and  operation _ $155,  000 

Annual  benefits:  Elimination  of  damages _  188,000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — None  required. 

Comments  of  the  States  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

District  of  Columbia:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Virginia:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maryland:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  recognizes  the  fast  growing  popularity  of 
recreational  boating  and  the  hazard  to  vessels  due  to  floating  debris. 
It  considers  this  an  important  improvement  for  vessel  safety  as  well 
as  contributing  to  the  esthetic  value  of  a  watercourse  in  the  Nation’s 
Capital  free  of  debris. 
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Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Ala. 

(S.  Doc.  94,  88th  Cong.) 

Location.- — Perdido  Bay,  a  landlocked  body  of  water,  lies  on  the 
gulf  coast  about  midway  between  Mobile  Bay,  Ala.,  and  Pensacola 
Bay,  Fla. 

Authority. — Senate  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
March  26,  1960. 

Existing  project. — -There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Navigation  problem. — Due  to  shallow  depth,  navigation  through  the 
pass  is  limited  to  drafts  of  4  feet  or  less.  Craft  requiring  greater 
depths  use  route  through  Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway  to  Pensacola 
Pass  about  13  miles  easterly.  Channel  hazardous  for  all  types  and 
sizes  except  during  calm  weather. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Perdido  Bay, 
Ala.,  to  provide  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide,  stabilized 
by  twin  rubbleraound  jetties,  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  into  Perdido 
Pass,  thence  9  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  into  Perdido  Bay  with  a 
spur  channel  of  the  same  dimensions  leading  into  Terry  Cove. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  September  1963) 

Federal _ _ _ _  $625,000 

Non-Federal _  481,  000 

Total _ _ _  1,106,000 


Project  economics 


Federal  J, 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$26, 000 
65,  000 
3,000 

$20, 000 

0 

0 

$46,  000 
65, 000 
3, 000 

Maintenance  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ 

Maintenance  aids  to  navigation...  __  _  _. 

Total _ 

94, 000 

20, 000 

114, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Shore  protection _  .. 

10, 000 
113, 000 
31, 000 

Recreational  boating..  .  .  _  .  _ 

Commercial  fishing _ _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

154, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  43  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction,  such  contribution  presently  estimated  at  $471,000,  to 
be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  construction  or  in  installments 
prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction 
schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportion¬ 
ment  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined; 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial 
and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor,  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining 
works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
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construction  works  and  maintenance  thereof,  including  erosion  that 
might  result  to  adjacent  shorelines  and  damages  to  shoreline  bulkheads, 
wharves,  piers,  and  bridges;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to 
the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities  and  utilities  including 
an  adequate  public  landing  or  wharf  with  provision  for  the  sale  of 
motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water,  available  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  and  maintain  adequate  terminal  facilities,  including  berths 
and  access  channels,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests 
Lave  indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies .— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Alabama:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  proposed  improvement 
will  provide  a  safe  stable  channel  through  the  pass  for  recreational 
and  commercial  fishing  vessels. 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  74,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet  is  located  on  the  northeastern  coast 
of  Florida  about  midway  between  St.  Augustine  and  Canaveral 
Harbors. 

Authority. — Resolution  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  House  of  Representatives  on  July  16,  1958. 

Existing  project . — No  Federal  project  authorized.  Dredged  twice 
for  the  Navy  about  1943 — once  to  14  feet  (860,000  cubic  yards) 
and  then  to  16  feet  depth  (317,000  cubic  yards).  Both  times  serious 
shoaling  occurred  within  about  1  year. 

Navigation  problem. — Rapid  shoaling  and  shifting  of  the  channel 
has  resulted  in  loss  of  life  and  boat  damage.  A  safe  and  stable 
channel  is  needed. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Improvement  of  Ponce  de  Leon 
Inlet,  Fla.,  for  small-craft  navigation  and  beach  improvement  by 
provision  of  navigation  channels  across  the  ocean  bar  and  through  the 
inlet  with  depths  and  widths  of  15  by  200  feet,  12  by  200  feet,  and 
12  by  100  feet,  and  thence  southward  12  by  100  feet  in  Indian  River 
North  and  northward  7  by  100  feet  in  Halifax  River,  both  legs  joining 
the  Intracoastal  Waterway;  ocean  jetties  about  4,200  feet  long  and 
about  2,700  feet  long  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  inlet,  re¬ 
spectively;  and  sand  bypassing  facilities  consisting  of  a  notch  or  weir 
in  the  north  jetty,  an  impoundment  basin  for  littoral  drift  adjacent 
to  the  weir,  and  pumping  by  conventional  pipeline  dredge  through  a 
submerged  discharge  pipeline  across  the  inlet. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  February  1963) 

Federal _  $1,  104,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  435,  000 


Total 


2,  539,  000 
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Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  _ 

M  aintenance  of  project .  . . . . . . . . 

Maintenance  of  navigation  aids _ _ _ 

$43,  700 
123, 900 
1,400 

$61, 200 
63, 600 

$104, 900 
177, 500 

1.400 

7.400 

Economic  loss  of  land-  _ _ _ 

7,400 

169, 000 

122, 200 

291,200 

Annual  benefits: 

Commercial  fishing _ _  _ _ _ 

56, 000 
180, 000 
129, 000 

Recreational  boating _ _  _ _ 

Total _ 

365, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  54.9  percent  of  the  contract 
price  plus  supervision  and  administration  theieof  for  all  items  of  work 
to  be  provided  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  an  amount  presently  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,345,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  start  of 
construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  pertinent  work  items, 
in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as  required  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  the  final  allocation  of  cost  to  be  made  after  actual  costs 
have  been  determined;  contribute  in  cash  $1,379,000  toward  the  cost 
of  future  maintenance  and  operation  to  be  performed  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  that  amount  to  be  placed  by  local  interests  in  escrow  when 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  start  of  construction  and 
to  be  contributed  upon  completion  of  Corps  of  Engineers  construc¬ 
tion;  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way,  and  alterations  to  existing  improvements  required  for 
construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids 
to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including 
suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in 
the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil, 
and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor, 
or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages,  including  shore  erosion  damages,  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  and  future  maintenance  of  the  works;  and  provide  and 
maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  necessary  mooring  facilities 
and  utilities  including  an  adequate  public  landing  or  wharf  with  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water,  avail¬ 
able  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  aie  willing  and  able  to 
comply  with  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Strte  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  improvements  would 
provide  a  needed  harbor  of  refuge,  increase  commercial  and  recrea¬ 
tional  boating  activities  and  reduce  loss  of  life  and  property  damage. 
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Port  Orford,  Oreg. 

(S.  Doc.  62,  S8th  Cong.) 

Location. — Port  Orford  is  located  on  the  Oregon  coast  250  miles 
south  of  the  Columbia  River  and  390  miles  north  of  San  Francisco. 

Authority. —  Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  adopted 
March  7,  1960. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  at  Port 
Orford.  Local  interests  have  constructed  a  lumber  and  fish  dock  and 
a  breakwater.  The  dock  has  been  destroyed  by  storms  and  rebuilt 
four  times. 

Navigation  problem. — Harbor  is  exposed  to  south  and  southwest 
storms  which  cause  extensive  damage  to  dock  facilities  and  small  boats 
and  hamper  vessel  loading. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  550-foot  extension  of  the 
breakwater. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1963) 

Federal _ $696,  000 

Non-Federal _  6,  000 

Total _  702,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$28, 100 
3, 500 
2,  500 

$200 

0 

0 

$28, 300 

3. 500 

2. 500 

34, 100 

200 

34, 300 

Annual  benefits: 

34, 600 
16, 300 
10, 500 
3,000 
900 

Total.- _ _ _ _  _ 

65, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  0.9  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction,  presently  estimated  at  $6,000,  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to 
construction;  provide  all  lands,  easements  and  rights-of-way;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and  maintain 
public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities,  including  suitable  depths  in 
berthing  areas,  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local  interests  have 
expressed  willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  adequate  depths  are  available 
to  accommodate  existing  and  projected  traffic  and  that  provision  of 
the  recommended  breakwater  will  permit  establishment  of  a  de¬ 
pendable  year-round  shipping  schedule.  The  project  will  provide 
refuge  and  eliminate  the  need  to  remove  fishing  vessels  from  the  water 
during  storms. 
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Providence  River  and  Harbor,  R.I.’ 

(S.  Doc.  93,  8Sth  Cong.) 

Location. — Providence  River  is  a  tidal  estuary  extending  northward 
from  Narragansett  Bay  about  8  miles  to  the  vicinity  of  Providence, 
R.I.  The  upper  2.5-mile  section  comprises  the  main  harbor  of 
Providence. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate,  adopted  January  6,  1950. 

Existing  project. — Existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  channel  35 
feet  deep  from  North  Point  in  Narragansett  Bay  to  Fox  Point  in 
Providence  Harbor,  generally  600  feet  wide  for  8.1  miles,  thence 
ranging  up  to  1,700  feet  in  width  over  the  remaining  2.6  miles.  A 
federally  maintained  channel,  16  feet  deep  and  50  to  230  feet  wide  in 
Seekonk  River,  extends  from  Red  Bridge  to  Pawtucket,  a  distance  of 
}.  3.4  miles.  A  Federal  project,  under  construction  in  1962,  provides  for 
a  hurricane  barrier  across  the  estuary  at  Fox  Point  with  a  gated 
opening  restricted  to  small-craft  navigation. 

Navigation  problem. — Many  of  the  larger  vessels  serving  the  harbor 
are  subject  to  tidal  delays  or  are  restricted  to  partial  loading,  and  the 
present  channel  is  inadequate  for  entry  by  large  tankers. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — A  channel  40  feet  deep, 
generally  600  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Narragansett  Bay  just 
south  of  Prudence  Island  Light  to  the  turn  below  Field  Point  at 
Providence  and  thence  up  to  1,700  feet  wide  to  the  existing  project 
limit  at  Fox  Point,  with  easing  of  bends  to  a  minimum  radius  of  5,000 
feet  and  excluding  the  marginal  strip  75  feet  wide  channelward  of  the 
established  harbor  lines;  and  a  channel  30  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide, 
extending  northeastward  from  the  upper  end  of  the  existing  project  to 
the  vicinity  of  India  Point  at  the  mouth  of  the  Seekonk  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  December  1962) 


Federal _ _ $13,  900,  000 

Non-Federal.  _  _ 

Total  (includes  $200,000  for  the  India  Point  Channel) _  13,  900,  000 

Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  450,  300 

Maintenance  and  operation,  dredging _  24,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation,  navigation  aids _  2,  900 


Total _  477,  200 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _  989,  900 


Benefit-cost  ratio . — 2 . 1 . 

Local  cooperation. — Hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  project; 
and  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  depths  in  berthing  areas 
commensurate  with  those  in  related  project  areas.  Local  interests 
are  willing  to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  no  objection  to  submission  of  the  report  to  Congress.  However, 
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the  Bureau  states  that  all  projected  benefits  of  the  proposed  Federal 
investment  for  India  Point  Channel  would  accrue  to  a  single  bene¬ 
ficiary,  with  no  assurance  that  either  the  lands  or  the  channel  will 
be  used  by  any  shipper  other  than  Tidewater  within  a  reasonble  period 
of  time.  The  Bureau  believes  that  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
consistent  with  special,  rather  than  general,  benefits  should  be  ap¬ 
plied.  It  recommends  that  if  the  India  Point  Channel  is  authorized 
by  the  Congress  conditions  of  authorization  require  that  prior  to 
expenditure  of  Federal  construction  funds,  local  interests  agree  to  pay 
50  percent  of  construction  costs  of  the  India  Point  Channel  and  that 
if  such  cost  sharing  is  not  provided,  construction  of  the  channel  not 
commence  until  such  time  as  there  are  additional  users  or  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  determines  that  there  will  be  additional  users  within  a 
reasonable  period  of  time. 

Remarks. — The  committee  views  this  project,  including  the  India 
Point  Channel,  as  an  overall  progressive  development  of  Providence 
River  and  Harbor,  both  needed  and  well  justified  in  the  interest  of 
general  navigation.  The  committee  considers  that  no  special  benefits 
would  accrue,  and  that  the  items  of  local  cooperation  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  are  appropriate. 

Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio 
(H.  Doc.  352,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Rocky  River  Harbor  is  on  the  south  shore  of  Lake 
Erie,  in  Cuyahoga  County,  Ohio,  about  6.5  miles  west  of  Cleveland 
Harbor  and  21.5  miles  east  of  Lorain. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
June  3,  1959,  and  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1945. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  for  Rocky  River 
Harbor  consists  of  an  east  entrance  pier  900  feet  in  length  and  an 
entrance  channel  100  feet  wide  and  10  feet  deep,  extending  from  that 
depth  in  Lake  Erie  to  a  point  600  feet  inside  the  inner  end  of  the 
entrance  pier. 

Navigation  problem. — The  natural  channel  in  Rocky  River  is  wind¬ 
ing,  irregular  in  width,  and  poorly  defined.  For  lack  of  any  other 
area  of  deep  water  within  the  harbor,  large  transient  craft  must 
anchor  in  or  near  the  natural  channel. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — An  anchorage  basin  of  about  2 
acres,  10  feet  deep;  realinement  and  upriver  extension  of  the  existing 
Federal  channel  for  a  distance  of  about  100  feet,  10  feet  deep;  thence 
a  channel,  100  feet  wide  and  about  1,700  feet  long  to  a  point  near  the 
railroad  bridge,  8  feet  deep;  and  thence  a  channel  60  feet  wide  and 
about  1,850  feet  long  to  the  public  boat-launching  facilities  with 
suitable  widening  in  the  vicinity  of  the  public  dock  and  at  the  upstream 
end  adjacent  to  the  public  boat-launching  facilities,  6  feet  deep  in 
soft  material  and  7  feet  deep  in  hard  material. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  February  196S ) 

Federal _  $235,  000 

Non-Federal _  225,  000 


Total 


460,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

$9,400 
10, 000 

$9, 100 

$18, 500 
10, 000 

Maintenance _  _  _  ___  _ 

Total . . . . . . . .  . 

Annual  benefits: 

R^creition'^l boating..-  _  _  _  . 

19, 400 

9, 100 

28, 500 

86, 800 
1,000 

Total _ _ _ _ 

87, 800 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — ■  3.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  49  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  due  to  recreational  boating  benefits,  such  contribution 
presently  estimated  at  $225,000,  to  be  paid  either  in  a  lump  sum  prior 
to  initiation  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of  per¬ 
tinent  work  items,  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  cost 
to  be  made  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project;  establish  a  competent  and  properly  con¬ 
stituted  public  body  empowered  to  cooperate  financially  and  to  pro¬ 
vide  and  operate  essential  local  facilities  including  regulation  of  the 
use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the 
understanding  that  said  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
provide  and  maintain,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths  com¬ 
mensurate  with  the  depths  of  the  Federal  channel  improvements  in 
service  channels  to  principal  docks  and  in  berthing  areas;  and  continue 
to  maintain  without  cost  to  the  United  States  the  existing  public 
dock  and  launching  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and,  Federal  agencies  — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  existing  navigation  facilities  are  inadequate  for  the 
recreational  craft  using  the  harbor.  The  committee  considers  the 
improvement  is  needed  to  correct  this  condition. 

Rondout  Harbor,  N.Y. 

(H.  Doc.  288,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Rondout  Harbor  is  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Hudson 
River  at  Kingston,  N.Y.,  89  miles  north  of  the  Battery,  New  York 
City. 

Authority. — House  Public  Works  Committee  resolution  adopted 
May  10,  1962. 

Existing  project—  Provides  for  a  channel  100  feet  wide  with  widening 
at  the  bends,  and  14  feet  deep  at  mean  low  water  from  deep  water 
in  the  Hudson  River  to  the  highway  bridge  at  1.3  miles  upstream 
of  the  mouth,  thence  12  feet  deep  at  mean  low  water  to  the  west 
end  of  island  dock  at  1.8  miles  upstream  of  the  mouth,  to  parallel 
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dikes  at  the  mouth  and  a  branch  dike  extending  upstream  from  the 
outer  end  of  the  north  dike. 

Navigation  problem. — Local  interests  desire  that  the  channel  for  a 
distance  of  about  1.7  miles  above  the  existing  Federal  project  be 
improved  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Recommended  flan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
project  by  extending  the  Federal  channel  at  a  width  of  100  feet  and  a 
depth  of  12  feet  at  mean  low  water,  1.7  miles  upstream  from  the  upper 
limit  of  the  existing  Federal  project  at  mile  1.8  to  mile  3.5. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  196 If) 


Federal _ _ _ $20,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _  20,  000 


Project  economics 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  4,  800 

Maintenance  and  operation _  7,  600 


Total _ _ _ _ _  12,400 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _  56,  000 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 4.5. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  Federal  project  as  modified  and  for 
construction  and  maintenance  of  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for 
disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and 
embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  and  provide  and  maintain 
without  cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  berthing  areas  serving 
terminals  commensurate  with  depths  provided  in  the  related  project 
areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  and  able 
to  provide  the  items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior.  Favorable. 

State  of  New  York:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection  to  submission 
of  the  report  to  Congress.  However,  the  Bureau  states  that  it  appears 
that  the  final  0.8  mile  reach  of  the  proposed  modification  would  be 
the  area  in  which  virtually  all  of  the  initial  construction  dredging 
would  be  required,  and  would  at  least  initially,  benefit  only  a  single 
shipper.  Accordingly,  the  Bureau  recommends  that  if  the  project 
modification  is  authorized  by  the  Congress,  provision  for  special  cost 
sharing  be  required. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  no  special  benefits  will  accrue, 
that  there  are  opportunities  for  siting  of  additional  shippers  along 
the  channel,  and  considers  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  appropriate. 
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Saginaw  River,  Mich. 

(H.  Doc.  240,  S9th  Cong.) 

Location. — On  west  shore  of  Lake  Huron,  head  of  Saginaw  Bay,  at 
Bay  City,  Mich. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  adopted  April  14,  1964. 

Existing  project.- — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  an 
entrance  channel  27  feet  deep  and  350  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in 
Saginaw  Bay  to  the  river  mouth,  thence  a  channel  26  feet  deep  and 
200  feet  wide  for  about  0.4  mile,  thence  25  feet  deep  and  200  feet 
wide  to  the  Detroit  and  Mackinac  Railway  bridge  in  Bay  City, 
thence  22  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide  to  a  point  2,800  feet  upstream 
from  the  Sixth  Street  Bridge  in  Saginaw,  thence  16)^  feet  deep  and 
200  feet  wide  to  the  upstream  limit  of  the  project  at  Green  Point,  a 
total  distance  of  about  29  miles,  and  five  turning  basins  varying  in 
depths  from  25  to  15  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — The  existing  project  depth  of  22  feet  is  inade¬ 
quate  to  permit  safe  navigation  by  Navy  ships  now  under  construction 
at  the  Defoe  Shipbuilding  Co.  located  immediately  downstream  from 
the  New  York  Central  Railroad  bridge.  The  deeper  channel  would 
also  permit  the  use  of  larger  vessels  delivering  limestone  to  a  terminal 
in  the  reach  under  consideration-. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — That  the  existing  project  for 
Saginaw  River,  Mich.,  be  modified  to  provide  for  deepening  to  25 
feet  the  reach  of  the  channel  in  Bay  City,  Mich.,  extending  from  the 
upper  end  of  the  existing  25-foot  project,  immediately  below  the 
Detroit  and  Mackinac  Railway  bridge,  upstream  to  the  downstream 
side  of  the  New  York  Central  Railroad  bridge. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  March  1965) 

Federal _ $437,000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  70,000 

Total _ _ _ _  507,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges:  Interest  and  amortization  _  _ . .  . 

$17, 500 

$2, 800 

$20, 300 
35. 800 

Annual  benefits:  Transportation  savings _  _ 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1 . 8 . 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  project  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be 
required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  dis¬ 
posal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embank¬ 
ments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the 
United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  improvement;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost  to 
the  LTnited  States  depths  in  dockside  areas  and  approaches  thereto 
commensurate  with  the  depths  provided  in  related  project  areas;  and 
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accomplish  without  cost  to  the  United  States  such  alterations  to 
utility  crossings  and  additional  bridge  pier  protection  as  required 
because  of  the  improvement.  Local  interests  are  willing  and  able  to 
meet  these  requirements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Michigan:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  improvement  will  meet 
an  emergency  situation  created  in  part  by  the  low  levels  of  the  Great 
Lakes,  as  weh  as  provide  future  navigation  benefits. 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton  Navigation  Channels, 

California 

(H.  Doc.  208,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  deepwater  navigation  system  under  consideration 
extends  for  approximately  100  miles  between  an  offshore  bar  in  the 
Pacific  Ocean  near  San  Francisco  and  the  inland  port  of  Stockton, 
Calif. 

Authority. — Six  House  Public  Works  Committee  resolutions  dated 
March  30,  1955;  June  13,  1956;  June  27,  1957  (two  resolutions); 
August  15,  1961;  and  May  10,  1962. 

Existing  project. — The  portions  of  existing  projects  for  which  modi¬ 
fications  are  proposed  consist  of  (1)  San  Francisco  Harbor  (bar  chan¬ 
nel,  50  feet  deep,  2,000  feet  wide) ;  (2)  Richmond  Harbor  (approach 
channel  and  maneuvering  area,  35  feet  deep) ;  (3)  San  Pablo  Bay 
(channel  35  feet  deep,  600  feet  wide) ;  (4)  Suisun  Bay  (channel  35  and 
30  feet  deep,  300  feet  wide);  and  (5)  the  San  Joaquin  River  project 
(channels  30  feet  deep  and  400  and  225  feet  wide). 

Navigation  problem. — Primary  difficulties  result  from  inadequate 
depths.  Vessels  are  required  to  light  load,  lighter,  and/or  await  high 
tides.  A  serious  collision  hazard  exists  in  the  narrow  Suisun  Bay 
Channel  downstream  of  the  naval  ammunition  depot  at  Port  Chicago 
where  the  channel  is  traversed  by  both  ammunition  ships  and  super¬ 
tankers.  The  route  of  the  San  Joaquin  River  project  for  a  distance 
of  about  15  miles  is  difficult  to  navigate  particularly  during  periods  of 
winter  fog. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  of  improvement  would 
provide  for  modification  of  the  five  projects  to  provide  depths  of  55 
feet  for  the  San  Francisco  Bar  Channel,  45  feet  for  the  main  internal 
bay  channels  upstream  to  the  vicinity  of  Pittsburg,  and  35  feet  from 
Pittsburg  to  Stockton.  It  would  provide  for  the  enlargement  and 
deepening  to  45  feet  of  maneuvering  areas  adjacent  to  major  petroleum 
refinery  terminals  along  the  channel  route,  widening  the  Suisun  Bay 
Channel,  providing  access  and  turning  basin  facilities  for  a  potential 
harbor  in  the  vicinity  of  Antioch,  constructing  a  cutoff  route  to  Stock- 
ton  through  False  River  and  across  certain  delta  tracts,  and  con¬ 
structing  a  new  channel  in  upper  San  Francisco  Bay  leading  through 
the  west  navigation  opening  in  the  Richmond-San  Rafael  Bridge. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 

Federal _ _ _ »  $46,  853,  000 

Non-Federal _  13,  692,  000 

Total _ _ 60,545,000 


1  Net  cost  to  Federal  Government  after  reimbursement  for  recreation  is  $46,202,000. 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization . . _ . 

$1, 910, 000 
1, 413,  000 

$596,  000 
252, 000 

$2,  506,  000 
1,  665, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  _ 

Total _ _ _ _ 

3, 323, 000 

848, 000 

4, 171, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

General  navigation _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

9,  557, 000 
480,  000 
169, 000 

General  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife.  .... 

Land  enhancement _ _ _ 

Total.  .  ..  ...  ...  .. 

10, 206, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way;  provide  all  necessary  spoil  retention  dikes;  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  accomplish  all  utility 
modifications  and  relocations;  provide  and  maintain  necessary 
berthing  areas  at  all  terminals  and  wharves  to  be  served  by  the 
deepened  channels;  construct  a  refinery  and  appurtenant  wharves  in 
the  vicinity  of  Pittsburg;  construct  a  deepwater  port  at  Antioch; 
provide,  maintain,  and  operate  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  in  recognition  of  local  land 
enhancement  benefits  which  would  result  from  land  fill  created  by 
dredging  spoil,  contribute  to  the  United  States  a  sum  presently 
estimated  at  $392,000;  contribute  one-half  the  separable  cost  allocated 
to  recreation,  a  sum  presently  estimated  at  $651,000;  maintain  and 
operate  public  recreation  areas;  continue  to  maintain  all  existing 
flood-control  levees,  including  the  works  for  wave-wash  protection, 
and  assume  the  maintenance  of  new  or  reconstructed  flood  control 
levees. 

-i Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
notes  that  the  Chief  of  Engineers  recommends,  in  part,  the  enlarge¬ 
ment  and  deepening  to  45  feet  of  a  maneuvering  area  adjacent  to  a 
refinery  owned  by  the  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  California.  The  Bureau 
notes  that  the  only  vessels  requiring  45-foot  depth  in  the  maneuvering 
area  are  those  utilizing  Standard  Oil’s  terminal  facilities  and  believes 
that  a  question  exists  as  to  whether  this  segment  of  the  project 
benefits  more  than  a  single  user.  If  the  project  is  authorized,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  expect  that  further  consideration  would 
be  given  to  this  matter  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  initiate 
construction.  If  this  segment  of  the  project  is  authorized  for  con¬ 
struction,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  that  prior  expendi¬ 
ture  of  Federal  construction  funds,  local  interests  agree  to  pay  50 
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percent  of  construction  costs  of  the  Standard  Oil  maneuvering  area 
and  that  if  such  cost  sharing  is  not  provided,  construction  of  the 
maneuvering  area  shall  not  commence  until  such  time  as  there  are 
additional  users  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  determines  that  there 
will  be  additional  users  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time.  Subject 
to  consideration  of  these  comments,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  no 
objection  to  the  submission  of  the  report  to  the  Congress. 

Recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.— After  consideration 
of  the  report  in  the  light  of  the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
regarding  the  maneuvering  area  adjacent  to  the  refinery  owned  by 
Standard  Oil,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  the  maneuvering 
area  be  authorized  on  condition  that  construction  of  this  segment  of 
the  project  not  be  initiated  until  compliance  with  a  finding  on  the 
single  beneficiary  question  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  which  finding 
may  include  a  requirement  that  local  interests  contribute  up  to  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  the  required  dredging. 

Remarks. — The  recommended  project  modifications  will  result  in  im¬ 
proved  navigation  conditions  of  a  navigation  system  extending  approx¬ 
imately  100  miles  inland  to  the  port  of  Stockton.  The  existing 
channels  are  of  inadequate  depth  to  serve  the  needs  of  a  large  portion 
of  the  current  vessel  traffic.  Present  channel  widths  are  inadequate 
for  the  needs  of  vessels  traversing  the  Suisun  Bay  channel  down¬ 
stream  of  the  U.S.  Naval  Ammunition  Depot  at  Port  Chicago.  The 
committee  considers  this  project  to  be  necessary  and  justified  in  the 
interest  of  safe  and  efficient  navigation.  The  committee  notes  the 
close  functional  relationship  between  maneuver  areas  and  other  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  project,  and  that  safe  maneuvering  of  vessels  which 
establish  controlling  depths  in  locations  such  as  the  Richmond-Long 
wharf  area  contributes  to  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  operation  of 
vessels  of  lesser  draft.  The  committee  considers  that  no  special 
benefits  will  accrue,  and  that  the  local  cooperation  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  appropriate,  without  necessity  for  a  subse¬ 
quent  finding  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

There  are  unusual  physical  conditions  along  the  San  Joaquin  River 
navigation  project.  The  deep  peat  formation  underlying  this  area 
makes  the  levees  and  wavewash  protection  thereon  difficult  to  stabilize 
against  subsidence.  This  wavewash  is  largely  caused  by  deep-draft 
vessel  operations.  Maintenance  of  these  flood  control  levees  is  usually 
and  properly  the  responsibility  of  local  interests.  In  view  of  the  un¬ 
usual  physical  conditions,  however,  the  committee  considers  that  any 
repair  or  restoration  of  wavewash  protection,  not  necessitated  because 
of  failure  of  local  interests  to  perform  proper  maintenance,  is  in  this 
instance  a  matter  for  Federal  assumption. 

San  Luis,  Calif. 

(H.  Doc.  148,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Port  San  Luis  is  located  on  the  coast  of  southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  about  190  miles  northwest  of  Los  Angeles. 

Authority. — Resolutions,  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public 
Works,  adopted  April  28,  1958,  and  July  16,  1958,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project,  completed  in  1913, 
provides  for  a  breakwater  2,400  feet  long. 
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Navigation  'problem.— Exposure  to  storms  renders  harbor  unsafe 
for  both  deep  and  shallow-draft  vessels.  Breakwater  protection  and 
removal  of  rock  shoals  needed  for  development  of  adequate  moorage 
facilities  for  commercial  and  recreational  craft. 

Recommended  plan  oj  improvement. — -Provides  for  rehabilitation  and 
a  1,500-foot  extension  of  existing  breakwater;  construction  of  a 
detached  breakwater  4,000  feet  long;  dredging  an  entrance  channel 
500  feet  to  550  feet  wide  and  30  feet  deep;  a  basin  400  feet  wide, 
1,300  feet  long,  and  35  feet  deep;  a  basin  400  by  400  feet  and  15 
feet  deep;  and  an  access  channel  400  feet  wide,  4,000  feet  long,  and 
15  to  20  feet  deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1961) 

Federal _ $6,  360,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  550,  000 


Total _ _ _  7,910,000 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ _ 

$233, 000 
67, 000 
1,000 

$72, 000 

0 

0 

$305, 000 
67, 000 
1,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ _ 

Maintaining  navigation  aids _ _  .  .  _____ 

Total _ 

301, 000 

72, 000 

373, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings  _  _ 

751, 000 
46, 500 
20,  000 
665, 200 

Increased  fish  catch.  _  _ _ _ _  _ 

Fishing  boat  damages—  _ _ _ 

Recreational  boating  and  fishing.  _ 

Total _ 

1, 482, 700 

Benedt-cost  ratio. — 4.0 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  the  detached  breakwater,  such  contribution,  presently  estimated 
at  $1,550,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction;  provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way,  including 
spoil  disposal  areas;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  dam¬ 
ages;  operate  a  general  anchorage  area  for  refuge  open  to  all  on  equal 
terms;  provide  and  maintain  adequate  public  terminal  facilities  open 
to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  depths  in  berthing  areas 
commensurate  with  project  depths;  make  necessary  utility  changes 
including  removal  of  existing  port  San  Luis  wharf;  provide  suitable 
marine  repair  facilities;  provide  necessary  access  road  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  project.  Local  interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  meet 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  California:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.- — These  improvements  are  needed  to  protect  commercial 
and  recreational  craft  from  storms  while  in  the  harbor.  In  addition, 
such  protection  would  permit  development  of  moorage  facilities  which 
are  now  inadequate. 
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Savannah  Harbor,  Ga. 

(H.  Doc.  226,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  harbor  comprises  the  lower  21.3  miles  of  the  Sa¬ 
vannah  River,  which  forms  the  boundary  between  Georgia  and 
South  Carolina. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  September  1,  1959. 

Existing  'project. — Provides  essentially  for  deep-water  navigation 
channels  ranging  from  36-foot  depth  and  500-foot  width  at  the  ocean 
entrance  to  30-foot  depth  and  200-foot  width  upstream,  turning  basins 
and  anchorage  basins  of  corresponding  depths,  channel  enlargements 
as  needed  for  maintenance,  and  retaining  walls  and  jetties. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  channel  depths  restrict  passage  of 
deeper  draft  vessels  to  high  tides  and  do  not  permit  full  loading  of  the 
larger  tankers  and  cargo  vessels;  present  channel  widths  and  limited 
turning  areas  restrict  safe  and  expeditious  maneuvering  of  vessels. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Channel  40  feet  deep  and  600 
feet  wide  across  the  ocean  bar  and  the  entrance  to  Savannah  Harbor, 
thence  38  feet  deep  and  500  to  400  feet  wide  to  the  vicinity  of  the 
Garden  City  terminal,  thence  36  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to  the 
vicinity  of  the  Savannah  Sugar  Refining  Corp.  terminal;  with  a 
turning  basin  at  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line  terminal  and  enlargement  of 
the  existing  basin  near  the  American  Oil  Co.  terminal,  both  34  feet 
deep. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level — 1961) 

Federal _ $7,112,000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  208,  600 

Total _  7,  320,  600 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ 

$271, 000 
130, 000 

$8, 000 
36, 000 

$279, 000 
166, 000 

Maintenance  and  operation. 

Total . . . . . . . . . 

401,000 

44,000 

445, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

Elimination  of  vessel  delays  . . 

534,500 

25,800 

Savings  in  stevedore  and  demurrage  expenses _ 

Total.  _ 

560, 300 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.- — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or 
the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works  and  maintenance 
■of  the  improvements;  provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  adequate 
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public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms  in 
accordance  with  plans  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  and 
provide  and  maintain  at  local  expense  depths  in  berthing  areas  com¬ 
mensurate  with  those  in  related  project  areas.  Responsible  local 
interests  have  indicated  willingness  to  cooperate  in  the  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Georgia:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  Savannah  Harbor  is  an  im¬ 
portant  port  serving  the  States  of  Georgia  and  South  Carolina.  The 
improvements  will  permit  greater  utilization  of  this  harbor  by  large 
modern  cargo  vessels. 


Savannah  Harbor,  Ga. 

(H.  Doc.  263,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Savannah  Harbor  is  on  the  coast  of  Georgia  and  com¬ 
prises  the  lower  21.3  miles  of  the  Savannah  River  which  forms  the 
boundary  between  Georgia  and  South  Carolina. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  adopted  September  1,  1959. 

Existing  project. — Provides  for  a  channel  36  feet  deep  and  500  feet 
wide  for  a  distance  of  9.7  miles  across  the  ocean  bar;  thence  34  feet 
deep  and  400  feet  wide  for  a  distance  of  18.9  miles  up  the  river,  widened 
to  550  feet  opposite  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line  terminal;  thence  30  feet 
deep  and  200  feet,  wide  for  a  distance  of  2.45  miles;  turning  basins  34 
feet  deep  opposite  the  American  Oil  Co.  refinery  and  above  the  Georgia 
Ports  Authority  terminal  (near  Kings  Island);  and  turning  basins  30 
feet  deep  near  the  Savannah  Sugar  Refining  Corp.  terminal  and  at  the 
upper  end  of  the  project.  The  total  project  length  is  31.05  miles. 
Except  for  annual  maintenance,  all  work  on  the  existing  project  has 
been  completed.  Local  interests  have  provided  and  maintain  termi¬ 
nals  including  adjacent  berthing  areas  and  slips. 

The  interim  report  of  June  1962  recommends  project  modification  to 
provide  for  a  channel  40  feet  deep  and  600  feet  wide  across  the  ocean 
bar  from  deep  water  to  station  208  +  145,  a  distance  of  about  7  miles; 
thence  38  feet  deep  and  500  feet  wide  in  the  river  to  the  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  terminal  (station  124  +  500),  38  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to 
the  vicinity  of  the  Garden  City  (Georgia  Ports  Authority)  terminal 
(station  94  -f-  300),  and  36  feet  deep  and  400  feet  wide  to  the  vicinity 
of  the  Savannah  Sugar  Refining  Corp.  terminal  (station  88  +  650),  a 
combined  distance  of  22.6  miles,  with  widening  at  bends  where  neces¬ 
sary;  a  turning  basin  34  feet  deep  opposite  the  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
terminal;  and  enlarging  the  turning  basin  near  the  American  Oil  Co. 
terminal. 

Navigation  problem. — Maintenance  of  Savannah  Harbor  has  long 
been  an  item  of  great  expense  to  the  Federal  Government  and  shoaling 
of  the  improved  channel  has  been  critical  to  navigation. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — A  tide  gate  structure  across 
Back  Creek;  a  sediment  basin  40  feet  deep,  600  feet  wide,  and  about  2 
miles  long  downstream  of  the  tide  gate,  with  an  entrance  channel  40 
to  38  feet  deep  and  300  feet  wide;  a  drainage  canal  15  feet  deep  and 
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300  feet  wide  across  Argyle  Island  in  the  upper  harbor  between  Little 
Back  River  and  Middle  River. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level,  January  196 4) 

Federal _ _ _  $6,  457,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  238,  000 

Total _  6,  695,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. _  _ _ 

$269, 000 
16, 000 

$10, 000 

$279, 000 
16,000 

Total _ _  _ _  _  _ _ 

285, 000 

10, 000 

295, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

400,000 
42, 500 

Total _ _ _ 

442, 500 

Benefit-cost  ratio— 1.5. 

Prior  to  construction,  local  interests  will  be  required  to  provide, 
without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of- 
way  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
sediment  basin  works  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be 
required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent 
disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and 
embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining  works;  and  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  the  improvements.  Responsible  local  interests 
have  indicated  willingness  to  cooperate  in  the  improvement. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  Georgia:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.- — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  maintenance  of  Savannah 
Harbor  has  long  been  an  item  of  great  expense  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  shoaling  of  the  improved  channel  has  been  critical  to  naviga¬ 
tion.  The  tide  gate  structure  and  sediment  basin  in  Back  Creek 
would  reduce  considerably  the  annual  cost  of  maintenance  dredging. 

The  committee  considers  it  equitable  that  the  project  include 
facilities  to  mitigate  damages  to  presently  developed  private  lands 
southeast  of  the  Savannah  Wildlife  Refuge  which  would  result  from 
an  expected  increase  in  the  salinity  level  attendant  upon  project 
construction,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $40,000.  The 
committee  also  considers  that,  if  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  it 
necessary  and  justified,  he  may  include  additional  facilities  to  mitigate 
damages  to  additional  lands  southeast  of  the  Savannah  Wildlife 
Refuge  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $60,000.  The  committee 
considers  it  appropriate  that  all  such  facilities  to  mitigate  damages  be 
maintained  by  local  interests. 
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Shrewsbury  River,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  274,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.—- In  Monmouth  County  in  the  northeastern  part  of  coastal 
New  Jersey  about  20  miles  south  of  the  Battery  in  New  York  City. 

Authority.- — Resolutions  by  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
adopted  June  2,  1949,  and  April  21,  1950. 

Existing  project. — Provides  in  general  for  a  channel  12  feet  deep  and 
300  feet  wide,  following  the  westerly  shore  from  deep  water  in  Sandy 
Hook  Bay  for  a  distance  of  2.2  miles,  thence  9  feet  deep  and  150  feet 
wide  for  a  distance  of  about  6.8  miles  and  branch  channels  with  depths 
of  6  feet  and  widths  of  100  and  150  feet. 

Navigation  problem  .- — Local  interests  desii  e  an  inlet  from  Shrewsbury 
River  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  in  the  vicinity  of  Spermaceti  Cove,  near 
Highlands,  N.J.  This  would  provide  quick  access  to  a  safe  harbor 
and  would  decrease  the  travel  time  to  the  ocean. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  construction  of  an 
inlet  across  the  neck  of  Sandy  Hook  Peninsula,  between  Spermaceti 
Cove  and  Island  Beach,  consisting  of  an  entrance  channel  200  feet 
wide  and  15  feet  deep;  an  interior  channel  200  feet  wide  and  9  feet 
deep  with  suitable  widening  in  the  approach  to  the  existing  Shrewsbury 
River  channel;  jetties  to  protect  the  entrance  channel  and  bulkheads 
to  protect  the  land  cut;  and  a  six-lane,  fixed  bridge  across  the  land 
cut  with  a  minimum  vertical  navigation  clearance  of  35  feet  above 
mean  high  water. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  October  1964 ) 

Federal _  $4,  090,  000 

Non-Federal _ _  4,  090,  000 

Total _ . _  8,  180,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges : 

Interest  and  amortization...  _  _  _ _ 

$164, 000 
277,  800 

$162, 700 
15, 000 

$326, 700 
292, 800 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _  _ 

Total _ _ _  .  __  __  _ ... _ _ 

441,800 

177, 700 

619, 500 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boating _ _ _  _ 

707, 000 
4,200 
8,600 
-4,  600 

Commercial  boating  ._  ..  _ _ 

Sport  fishing..  .  ..  _  _  _  _  ..  ... 

Loss  to  commercial  fishing _ _  _ _  _ 

Total _  _ _ _  ...  .. 

715, 200 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-ofwvay,  outside  the  limits  of  the  federally 
owned  lands,  required  for  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance 
of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  including  suitable  aieas  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and 
subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also  necessary  retaining  dikes, 
bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefor  or  the  costs  of  such  retaining 
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works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may 
result  from  the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  recom¬ 
mended  improvement;  provide  a  cash  contribution  of  50  percent  of 
the  first  cost  of  constructing  the  improvement,  an  amount  presently 
estimated  at  $4,090,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  single  lump-sum  payment 
prior  to  commencement  of  construction  subject  to  adjustment  after 
final  costs  have  been  determined;  assume  all  obligations  of  owning, 
operating,  and  maintaining  the  highway  bridge,  with  such  obligations- 
to  be  assumed  by  local  interests  upon  final  completion  of  its  construc¬ 
tion;  assign  to  a  competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body 
the  power  to  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  development  of  ade¬ 
quate  boating  facilities  in  the  area  to  be  served  by  the  inlet,  with  the 
understanding  that  such  facilities  will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms; 
and  provide,  maintain,  and  operate  without  cost  to  the  United  States, 
necessary  mooring  and  terminal  facilities  and  utilities,  including  an 
adequate  public  landing  or  wharf  with  provisions  for  the  sale  of  motor 
fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water,  available  to  all  on  equal  terms. 
Local  interests  have  furnished  assurances  that  they  will  provide  the 
items  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — This  improvement  will  contribute  to  the  safety  and 
efficiency  of  navigation. 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oreg. 

(S.  Doc.  43,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  entrance  to  Tillamook  Bay  is  on  the  Oregon  coast 
47  miles  south  of  the  mouth  of  the  Columbia  River. 

Authority. — Resolution,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
adopted  August  3,  1959. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a  jetty 
about  5,700  feet  long  on  the  north  side  of  the  entrance;  a  channel 
through  the  bar  18  feet  deep  and  of  such  width  as  can  be  practicably 
and  economically  obtained;  a  channel  18  feet  deep  and  200  feet  wide 
from  deep  water  in  the  bay  to  Miami  Cove,  terminating  at  a  turning 
basin  500  feet  wide;  and  initial  dredging  to  a  depth  of  12  feet  of  a 
small-boat  basin  and  an  approach  thereto  at  Garibaldi,  Oreg.  The 
project  also  provides  for  the  improvement  of  Bayocean  Peninsula, 
Oreg.,  for  navigation,  by  construction  of  a  sand  and  rockfill  dike  1.4 
miles  long,  on  an  alinement  extending  between  Pitcher  Point  and  the 
former  town  of  Bayocean. 

Navigation  problem.-— The  bay  entrance  is  impassible  to  small  boats 
and  barges  for  periods  ranging  up  to  10  days.  Resulting  vessel  delay 
has  forced  cancellation  of  all  water  carrier  service.  Decline  in  com¬ 
mercial  fishing  is  directly  attributable  to  the  hazardous  harbor  en¬ 
trance  and  lack  of  year-round  fishing  opportunity. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Modification  of  the  existing 
navigation  project  to  provide  for  an  8,000-foot  long  south  jetty  at  the 
entrance  to  Tillamook  Bay. 
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Estimated  cost  {'price  level  of  October  1964) 

Federal _ $9,  000,  000 

Non-Federal _  0 

Total _ 9,000,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$358, 200 
91,000 

$358, 200 
91,000 

Maintenance  and  operation _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ - _ 

449, 200 

449, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

423,400 
94,900 
6,  700 
34,000 
20,000 

Reduction  in  damage  to  fishing  gear _ _ _ 

579,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  provide  and 
maintain  public  terminal  and  transfer  facilities,  including  depths  in 
berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  including  the  50-foot  strip 
adjacent  to  pierhead  lines  commensurate  with  depths  in  related 
project  areas.  Local  interests  have  expressed  willingness  to  meet 
requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Oregon:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  the  lack  of  water  carrier  service 
and  the  decline  in  commercial  fishing  due  to  the  hazardous  harbor 
entrance.  The  improvement  will  permit  reestablishment  of  water 
carrier  service  on  dependable  schedules  and  provide  year-round  fish¬ 
ing  opportunity  by  permitting  use  of  the  harbor  entrance  except  during 
relatively  short  periods  of  intense  storms. 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor,  Mass. 

(H.  Doc.  247,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Weymouth-Fore  River  is  a  coastal  stream  emptying 
into  Hingham  Bay  on  the  south  side  of  Boston  Harbor,  Mass.  Town 
River,  a  small  tributary,  joins  Weymouth-Fore  River  about  2  miles 
above  its  mouth. 

Authority. — Resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee, 
adopted  April  9,  1957. 

Existing  project. — The  Federal  navigation  project  for  Weymouth- 
Fore  River  consists  of  a  channel  32  feet  deep  in  rock,  30  feet  deep  in 
other  materials,  and  500  feet  wide  from  deep  water,  along  the  southerly 
half  of  the  Boston  Harbor  Narrows  channel  in  Nantasket  Roads, 
through  Nantasket  (Hull)  Gut,  thence  with  the  same  depth  and 
generally  300  feet  wide  across  Hingham  Bay  and  into  Weymouth-Fore 
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River  to  the  Fore  River  Bridge,  and  continuing  above  the  bridge  to 
form  a  maneuvering  basin  470  to  650  feet  wide,  and  a  channel  generally 
300  feet  wide  and  27  feet  deep  between  Nut  and  Peddocks  Islands; 
and  for  Town  River  consists  of  a  channel  27  feet  deep,  and  generally 
250  feet  wide,  extending  from  its  jimction  with  Weymouth-Fore 
River  to  a  point  1.3  miles  upstream,  with  a  turning  basin  450  feet 
wide  and  1,000  feet  long  at  the  inner  end  of  the  channel,  and  a  channel 
15  feet  deep  and  100  feet  wide  extending  from  the  upstream  limit  of  the 
27-foot  channel  to  a  line  just  below  the  Quncy  Electric  Light  & 
Power  Co.  substation. 

Navigation  'problem. — Project  channel  dimensions  are  inadequate 
for  existing  deep-draft  traffic  and  preclude  use  of  the  larger  vessels 
which  are  being  introduced  into  coastwise  movement  of  commerce. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  35 
feet  deep,  37  feet  in  rock,  and  500  feet  wide  from  deep  water  in  Nan- 
tasket  Roads,  and  along  the  southerly  half  of  the  Boston  Harbor 
Narrows  channel,  through  Nantasket  Gut,  then  35  feet  deep  and  400 
feet  wide  to  the  mouth  of  Weymouth-Fore  River,  then  35  feet  deep, 
generally  within  the  limits  of  the  existing  project,  to  the  Weymouth- 
Fore  River  Bridge,  and  then  35  feet  deep  and  generally  400  feet  wide 
to  the  upper  limit  of  the  existing  project;  a  channel  35  feet  deep  and 
300  feet  wide,  increased  from  400  to  550  feet  at  the  bends,  from  the 
mouth  of  Town  River  to  the  existing  turning  basin  in  Town  River, 
a  35-foot  deep  turning  and  maneuvering  basin  at  the  confluence  of  the 
two  rivers  in  King  Cove;  enlarging  and  deepending  to  35  feet  the 
existing  turning  basin  in  Town  River;  and  6  acres  of  8-foot  anchorage 
to  compensate  for  that  part  of  an  existing  local  small-boat  anchorage 
that  would  be  usurped  by  widening  of  the  35-foot  commercial  channel. 
It  also  is  recommended  that  the  existing  projects  for  Weymouth-Fore 
and  Town  Rivers,  Massachusetts,  be  combined  into  a  single  project.. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  August  1962 ) 

Federal _ $12,  500,  000 

Non-Federal _  1,  540,  000 

Total _  14,  040,  000 

Project  economics 


Federal 


Non-Federal 


Total 


Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization. 
Maintenance _ 


$382, 200 
35, 400 


$47, 000 


$429, 200; 
35, 400- 


Total 


417,600 


47, 000 


464, 600‘ 


Annual  benefits: 

Transportation  savings _ 

Reduction  in  tubboat  hire. 


1, 493, 900, 
98, 100 


Total. 


1,592,000. 


Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.4. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide,  without  cost  to  the  United  States,  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project;  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  damages  due  to  construction  and  subsequent  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  project;  make  such  alterations  to  sewerlines  or  other 
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obstructive  features  as  are  necessary;  and  provide  and  maintain, 
without  cost  to  the  United  States,  depths  commensurate  with  channel 
depth  in  berthing  areas  and  local  access  channels  serving  the  termi¬ 
nals,  and  maintain  the  enlargement  of  the  small  boat  anchorage. 
Local  interests  are  willing  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  improvement  is  needed  to  permit  the  efficient  use 
of  larger  vessels  at  this  port. 


Tred  Avon  River,  Md. 
(H.  Doc.  225,  89th  Cong.) 


Location. — The  Tred  Avon  River  is  one  of  numerous  tidal  estuaries 
branching  indirectly  from  Chesapeake  Bay.  It  extends  northeast 
about  10  miles  from  its  confluence  with  the  Choptank  River,  about  10 
miles  above  the  mouth  of  that  stream,  to  Easton  Point,  about  1 
mile  below  Easton,  Md. 

Authority. — Resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  House  of  Representatives,  on  June  27,  1956,  and  June  23,  1964. 

Existing  'project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  a 
channel  8  feet  deep  and  150  feet  wide,  with  widening  at  the  entrance 
and  at  bends,  from  Peach  Blossom  Creek  to  Easton  Point,  with  a 
turning  basin  of  varying  widths  at  the  mouth  of  the  south  fork. 
The  project  also  provides  for  a  channel  of  the  same  depth  and  width 
and  2,100  feet  long  in  the  north  fork  with  a  turning  basin  at  the  upper 
end. 

Navigation  problem. — Insufficient  depths  caused  groundings  and 
damages  to  the  vessels.  In  addition,  a  considerable  amount  of  time 
is  lost  waiting  for  favorable  tidal  conditions. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Provides  for  a  channel  12  feet 
deep  and  150  feet  wide  in  Tred  Avon  River  from  that  depth  in  the 
river  near  Peach  Blossom  Creek  upstream  to  Easton  Point,  thence 
up  north  fork  about  1,400  feet  at  the  same  depth  and  width;  and  a 
turning  basin  in  south  fork  on  the  east  side  of  the  main  channel  at 
Easton  Point  250  feet  wide,  600  feet  long,  and  12  feet  deep. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1965), 


Federal _ 

Non-Federal 


$323,  000 
5,  000 


Total 


328,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _  _ 

$12, 960 
6,000 

$200 

250 

$13, 160 
6, 250 

Maintenance _ 

Total _ 

18, 960 

450 

19,410 

Annual  benefits: 

29,100 

17,000 

13,600 

Total _ _ _  _ 

59, 700 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.1. 

Local  cooperation. — Provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all 
lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way  required  for  construction  and 
subsequent  maintenance  of  the  project  and  for  aids  to  navigation 
upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  including  suitable  areas 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general 
public  interest  for  initial  and  subsequent  disposal  of  spoil,  and  also 
necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads,  and  embankments  therefore 
or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold  and  save  the  United  States 
free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction  and  subsequent  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  project,  including  damages  to  oysterbeds;  continue  to 
maintain  at  local  expense  adequate  public  terminal  and  transfer 
facilities  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  establish  a  competent  and  properly 
constituted  public  body  to  regulate  the  use,  growth  and  free  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities 
will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  provide  and  maintain  without 
cost  to  the  United  States  depths  in  the  berthing  areas  and  local  access 
channels  serving  the  terminals  commensurate  with  the  depths  provided 
in  the  related  project  areas.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their 
willingness  to  comply  with  these  terms. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Maryland:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — In  view  of  the  damages  to  vessels  and  the  time  lost 
waiting  for  favorable  tidal  conditions,  the  committee  considers  that 
there  is  a  need  for  these  improvements. 

Trinity  River  and  Tributaries,  Texas 
(H.  Doc.  276,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  Trinity  River  Basin  is  in  eastern  Texas.  It  con¬ 
tains  17,845  square  miles,  is  about  360  miles  long  and  has  its  maximum 
width  of  about  100  miles  in  the  headwaters  region  above  Fort  Worth 
and  Dallas.  It  drains  into  Trinity  Bay,  an  arm  of  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Authority.— Resolutions  of  the  House  Rivers  and  Harbor  Com¬ 
mittee  of  March  31,  1944,  February  28,  1945,  and  November  30,  1945, 
a  resolution  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee  of  August  6,  1948, 
a  resolution  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  of  January  20, 
1958,  and  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958. 
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Existing  project. — There  are  seven  Corps  of  Engineers  reservoir 
projects  in  the  basin.  Four  are  in  operation,  one  is  under  con¬ 
struction,  two  are  in  preconstruction  planning  status.  Several  local 
flood  protection  projects  have  been  constructed  and  others  are 
authorized.  Shallow-draft  navigation  is  authorized  to  Liberty,  Tex., 
about  49  miles  upstream  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

Problems  oj  the  area—  Flood  damages  under  existing  conditions  are 
estimated  at  about  $2,300,000.  The  area  is  also  subject  to  prolonged 
droughts.  The  resources  and  economy  of  the  area  are  conducive  to 
the  development  of  low-cost  barge  transportation.  There  is  a  problem 
of  maintaining  good  water  quality  in  the  streams,  and  there  is  a  need 
for  more  water-borne  recreation  facilities. 

Becommended  plan  oj  improvement. — -In  his  report  dated  November 
29,  1963,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  recommended  improvement  of  the 
main  Trinity  River  for  the  multiple-purpose  uses  of  navigation,  flood 
control,  recreation,  and  fish  and  wildlife,  to  extend  upstream  as  far  as 
Fort  Worth;  four  multiple-purpose  reservoirs,  one  on  the  main  stem 
of  the  river  and  three  on  upstream  tributaries;  five  local  protection 
projects  for  flood  control;  water  conveyance  facilities  for  water  supply 
and  water  quality  control. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level,  January  1962) 

Federal _ 1  $859,  796,  000 

Non-Federal _  50,  954,  000 


Total _  910,  750,  000 

i  Non-Federal  interests  to  reimburse  $122,189,000  for  water  supply  features.  Net  Federal  construction 
cost:  $737,607,000. 


Project  economics 

Annual  charges _ $39,  291,  000 

Annual  benefits _  56,  192,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio.— 1  A. 

Local  cooperation. — With  respect  to  navigation,  provide  the  appor¬ 
tioned  share  of  lands  and  rights-of-way,  bridge  alteration  costs, 
utility  alteration  costs,  provide  and  maintain  terminal  facilities, 
protect  the  channel  from  encroachments,  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  of  damages;  with  respect  to  reservoirs,  pay  the  United 
States  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act,  the  first  and  annual 
costs  allocated  to  water  supply  storage;  with  respect  to  local  protection 
projects,  provide  “(a),  (b),  (c),”  items,  protect  channel  from  encroach¬ 
ments;  with  respect  to  water  convej^ance  facilities,  assume  all  costs. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  comply. 

Comments  oj  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

State  of  Texas:  Favorable. 

Comments  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget. — The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
would  have  no  objection  to  the  authorization  of  features  recommended 
for  flood  protection,  water  supply,  water  quality,  and  recreation,  but 
would  expect  that  prior  to  any  request  for  funds  to  construct  projects 
including  storage  for  water  quality,  the  Department  of  the  Army 
would  resolve  any  problems  which  may  arise  on  transferring  the  use 
of  such  storage  to  water  supply. 

53-113—65- - 15 
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As  pertains  to  navigation,  the  Bureau  states  it  is  clear  that  a  re- 
evaluation,  based  upon  up-to-date  information  and  upon  the  new 
criteria  which  have  been  established  since  the  original  studies  on  the 
navigation  features  were  undertaken,  cannot  be  concluded  in  time 
for  submission  of  this  report.  It  is  therefore  the  position  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  no  recommendation  be  made  at  this  time 
on  navigation  features.  The  Bureau  believes  that  the  corps  should 
initiate  an  immediate  reevaluation  of  the  benefit-cost  ratio  utilizing 
current  information  and  policy  standards,  making  the  maximum 
effort  to  complete  the  study  within  6  months  or  at  the  most  1  year. 
The  Bureau  suggests  that  planning  for  the  nonnavigation  features  be 
carried  on  in  a  way  which  does  not  preclude  the  later  addition  of 
navigation,  if  the  study  warrants.  The  total  estimated  cost  of  the 
project  now  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  $494 
million,  of  which  $338  million  would  be  a  Federal  cost  and  $156 
million  would  be  non-Federal. 

Comments  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. — The  Secretary’s  views  and 
recommendations  are  generally  along  the  lines  of  those  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  The  Secretary  notes  that  all  other  navigation  projects 
recommended  to  the  Congress  before  and  after  the  Trinity  study 
have  been  justified  on  the  basis  of  no  more  than  a  50-year  period,  and 
all  projects  now  under  study  or  planned  for  study  'will  be  justified  on 
such  a  basis.  He  notes  that  using  a  50-year  period  and  the  interest 
rate  and  other  policies  applicable  at  the  time,  the  benefit-cost  ratio 
for  the  Trinity  navigation  features  when  the  Chief  of  Engineers  made 
his  report  was  0.74.  The  Secretary  states  he  does  not  consider  it 
appropriate  to  recommend  to  the  Congress  immediate  specific  author¬ 
ization  of  projects  which  by  standard  methods  of  economic  analysis 
are  not  found  to  be  justified.  Accordingly,  he  recommends  against 
present  authorization  of  those  features  of  the  comprehensive  plan 
which  are  exclusively  related  to  the  navigation  purpose.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  further  states  that  in  the  interest  of  efficient  development  of  the 
water  resources  of  the  basin,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  initiate  as 
soon  as  possible  a  reevaluation  of  the  navigation  features  of  the  plan 
making  a  maximum  effort  to  complete  this  study  within  6  months  or 
at  the  most  1  year  from  the  date  funds  are  made  available  for  the 
study.  He  considers  it  reasonable  that  improvements  for  other 
purposes  be  constructed  on  a  basis  which  would  not  be  incompatible 
with  possible  ultimate  adaption  to  navigation  needs. 

Specifically,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  recommends  (a)  immediate 
specific  construction  authorization  of  five  local  flood-protection  proj¬ 
ects,  four  multipurpose  reservoirs,  and  a  flood-control  channel,  all  on 
a  basis  not  incompatible  with  future  navigation  development,  and 
(6)  authorization  of  a  restudy  of  the  navigation  features  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  before  further  action  with  respect  to  their  authorization  for 
construction.  The  Secretary  lists  the  estimated  cost  of  the  foregoing, 
exclusive  of  the  cost  of  the  restudy,  at  $494,227,000,  with  a  net 
Federal  share  of  $338,419,000,  and  annual  operation,  maintenance 
and  replacement  Federal  costs  totaling  $1,248,000. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  points  out  that  he  has  discussed  his 
recommendations  with  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Chief  concurs 
therein. 

Remarks. — The  committee  was  enormously  impressed  with  the 
character  and  quality  of  the  factual  testimony  presented  in  support 
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of  the  comprehensive  Trinity  River  development  program,  including 
barge  navigation  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  Fort  Worth.  The  re¬ 
sult  of  more  than  20  years  of  careful  study  and  methodical  planning, 
the  project  encompasses  in  one  integrated  program  all  the  recog¬ 
nized  elements  of  water  resource  development — flood  control,  water 
conservation  for  municipalities  and  industry,  quality  protection  and 
continuous  flow  regulation,  upstream  soil  conservation,  fish  and 
wildlife  preservation,  and  recreation  for  the  millions  of  people  who 
live  in  this  great  river  valley. 

The  thorough  and  well-documented  report  of  the  division  engineer 
assigned  to  the  total  project  a  favorable  benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.6  to  1. 
Since  this  was  based  upon  permissive  use  of  the  100-year  criterion 
which  at  the  time  of  the  study  had  been  established  as  the  executive 
standard  and  published  in  Senate  Document  97,  and  since  Corps  of 
Engineers  spokesmen  have  stated  that  they  now  prefer  as  standard 
practice  to  limit  economic  benefit  calculations  on  all  navigation 
projects  to  a  50-year  period,  there  is  some  question  as  to  the  pre¬ 
cision  of  this  ratio.  After  carefully  analyzing  all  the  available  data, 
the  committee  is  certain  that  the  proposed  navigation  works  and  im¬ 
provements  would  be  useful  well  beyond  the  newly  proposed  50-vear 
limitation,  and  concludes  in  any  event  that,  even  on  a  50-year  basis, 
the  project  is  manifestly  well  justified  economically. 

The  committee  feels,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the  projections  of  the 
division  engineer  are  extremely  conservative.  As  one  case  in  point, 
the  study  of  the  division  engineer  concerning  available  tonnages  of 
grain  was  based  upon  the  year  1958,  which  was  a  thoroughly  un¬ 
representative  year,  coming  as  it  did  at  the  end  of  7  years  of  drought. 
Actual  grain  shipments  in  world  trade  across  the  route  of  the  proposed 
Trinity  Canal  by  1963 — only  5  years  following  the  base  year — had 
exceeded  the  total  amount  anticipated  in  the  corps’  study  for  the 
year  2010.  By  Department  of  Agriculture  statistics,  there  exists  today 
more  than  twice  the  volume  of  grain  available  for  shipment  by  barge 
through  the  proposed  canal  than  was  anticipated  for  1970  by  the 
study  of  the  division  engineer.  Other  commodities  follow  a  similar 
pattern,  and  actual  testimony  to  the  committee  by  responsible 
commercial  shippers  in  the  commodities  of  steel,  sand  and  gravel  and 
phosphate  rock,  fully  support  the  conclusion  that  ecomonic  benefits 
derived  from  the  project  will  far  exceed  the  projections  anticipated 
in  each  of  these  areas. 

The  unusually  high  degree  of  local  financial  cooperation  evident  in 
the  amounts  already  spent  and  formally  pledged  by  State  and  local 
interests  in  the  Trinity  Basin  impressed  the  committee  greatly. 
To  date,  a  total  of  $269  million  in  non-Federal  funds  have  been  ex¬ 
pended  from  purely  local  and  State  sources  in  the  accomplishment 
of  river  basin  development.  In  addition  to  this,  the  committee  has 
received  formal  resolutions  from  local  governing  bodies  and  reputable 
financial  interests  pledging  the  expenditure  of  $256  million  more  in 
wholly  non-Federal  funds  to  complement  and  safeguard  the  Federal 
investment. 

Thus,  a  total  of  more  than  $500  million  in  State,  local,  and  private 
moneys  will  be  spent  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  comprehensive 
Trinity  development  program. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  in  commenting  upon  the  Trinity  River 
navigation  feature,  points  out  that — 

more  recent  information  on  the  growth  of  industry  and 
freight  traffic  in  the  area  suggests  significant  changes  in  the 
benefits  originally  assigned  to  the  project. 

The  Bureau  report  states: 

We  have  been  impressed  by  the  industrial  growth  in  this 
region  which  has  occurred  since  1958.  We  recommend, 
therefore,  that  a  restudy  be  completed  giving  appropriate 
consideration  to  further  developments  in  the  region  affecting 
the  economic  feasibility  of  navigation. 

The  committee,  is  considering  this  report  from  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  noted  also  that  the  favorable  report  of  the  Board  of  Engineers 
for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  in  recommending  authorization  of  the  naviga¬ 
tion  feature,  points  out  that — 

modification  of  current  and  anticipated  conditions  may  affect 
the  evaluation  of  benefits  for  this  work — - 

and  suggests  that— 

at  such  time  as  funds  are  requested  for  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  features  exclusively  for  navigation,  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  will  submit  to  the  Congress  an  economic  analysis 
of  these  features. 

The  committee  considers  that  the  economic  analysis  should  be  based 
upon  current  standards  and  the  current  criteria  as  to  the  assumed 
useful  life  of  the  navigation  portion. 

The  committee,  with  the  foregoing  thoughts  in  mind,  has  voted 
to  authorize  the  project  in  keeping  with  this  report  of  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated  March  14,  1963.  This 
coupled  with  the  authorization  of  $83  million  for  initiation  and  partial 
accomplishment  of  the  project,  will  give  to  the  Congress  a  continuing 
review  of  the  progress  and  economic  benefits  calculations  based  on 
current  criteria  and  improved  and  more  current  data  with  respect 
to  the  growing  volume  of  commodity  shipments  available  for  barge 
traffic  via  the  canal. 

The  number  of  people  to  be  served  by  this  project  makes  it  not 
incompatible  with  the  total  costs  of  developing  this  river  basin.  The 
entire  Trinity  River  Valley,  including  the  Houston  area  which  will 
depend  upon  the  Trinity  for  future  water  supply,  includes  better  than 
3  percent  of  the  Nation’s  people.  More  Americans  reside  and  make 
their  living  in  this  huge  watershed  than  can  be  found  in  any  1  of  32 
States  of  the  Union. 

The  committee  strongly  recommends  approval  of  this  project. 

West  Harbor,  Ohio 
(H.  Doc.  245,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — West  Harbor,  Ohio,  is  on  the  southwestern  shore  of 
Lake  Erie  about  10  miles  northwest  of  Sandusky,  Ohio. 

Authority. — River  and  Harbor  Act  of  March  2,  1945. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  navigation  project  at 
West  Harbor,  Ohio.  Local  interests  have  dredged  the  east  or  “nat- 
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ural”  channel,  about  2,000  feet  long  and  60  to  100  feet  in  width,  to 
a  depth  of  4  feet.  The  west  or  Gem  Beach  Channel,  constructed  by 
local  interests  and  protected  by  steel  sheet-pile  revetments,  is  about 
1,000  feet  long,  60  feet  wide,  and  was  originally  10  feet  deep.  Shoaling 
has  reduced  the  depth  to  less  than  5  feet. 

Navigation  problem. — Existing  navigation  facilities  are  inadequate 
for  the  large  number  of  boats  using  the  harbor.  When  sudden 
storms  occur,  many  boats  normally  based  at  West  Harbor  are  unable 
to  enter  the  harbor  safely  because  of  the  shallow  depth  and  limited 
width  available  at  the  entrance. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Two  arrowhead  breakwaters 
having  an  aggregate  length  of  approximately  2,450  feet,  extending 
northeasterly  into  Lake  Erie  on  either  side  of  the  natural  entrance; 
an  entrance  channel  between  the  breakwaters  10  feet  deep  and  100 
feet  wide  to  the  mouth  of  the  natural  entrance  where  the  width  is 
reduced  to  SO  feet  and  the  depth  to  8  feet;  and  an  access  channel  SO 
feet  wide  and  8  feet  deep  from  the  inner  entrance  to  a  Y  near  the 
center  of  the  harbor,  a  distance  of  about  4,300  feet,  where  the  channel 
divides  with  one  arm  extending  northerly  about  3,100  feet  and  one 
southerly  for  about  2,300  feet. 

Estimated,  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1962) 

Federal _  $544,  000 

Noil-Federal _  544,  000 

Total _ _ _  1,088,000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization.-,  _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$21,100 
5, 000 
1,600 

$25, 700 

$46, 800 
5,000 
1,600 

Maintenance _ _  _  __  _  ____ 

Navigation  aids _ _ _ _ 

Total . .  .  ...  ..  _ _ 

27, 700 

25, 700 

53,400 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  boats _  _ _ _  _ _ 

111, 000 
5,000 
5,000 
2,000 

Reduction  in  boat  damage _ _ ...  ..  _ 

Harbor  of  refuge _  _ _ _ _ 

Land  enhancement _  _ _ _ 

Total 

123,000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 2.3. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  in  cash  50  percent  of  the  first  cost 
of  construction  of  the  general  navigation  facilities  comprising  the 
breakwaters,  entrance  channel,  and  access  channels,  due  to  recrea¬ 
tional  boating  benefits,  presently  estimated  at  $544,000.  to  be  paid 
in  a  lump  sum  prior  to  initiation  of  construction,  subject  to  final 
adjustment  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  provide  without- 
cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way 
required  for  the  construction  and  subsequent  maintenance  of  the 
project  and  for  aids  to  navigation  upon  the  request  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  including  suitable  areas  determined  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  be  required  in  the  general  public  interest  for  initial  and 
subsequent  disposal  of  spoil  and  necessary  retaining  dikes,  bulkheads, 
and  embankments  therefor  or  the  cost  of  such  retaining  works;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  result  from 
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the  construction  works  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  establish  a 
competent  and  properly  constituted  public  body  empowered  to  co¬ 
operate  financially  and  to  regulate  the  use,  growth,  and  free  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  harbor  facilities  with  the  understanding  that  said  facilities 
will  be  open  to  all  on  equal  terms;  provide  and  maintain  without  cost 
to  the  United  States  an  adequate  public  landing  or  wharf  with  pro¬ 
visions  for  the  sale  of  motor  fuel,  lubricants,  and  potable  water, 
available  to  all  on  equal  terms;  and  provide  and  maintain  depths 
commensurate  with  the  depths  of  the  Federal  channel  improvements 
in  service  channels  to  principal  docks  and  in  berthing  areas.  Local 
interests  are  willing  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Ohio:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  existing  navigation 
facilities  are  inadequate  to  accommodate  the  recreational  craft  based 
in  the  area.  The  improvement  is  needed  to  correct  this  condition. 

Beach  Erosion  Projects 
Atlantic  City,  N.J. 

(H.  Doc.  325,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Atlantic  City  is  located  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  about  80 
miles  southwest  of  Sandy  Hook  and  45  miles  northeast  of  Cape  May. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  project  provides  for  the  following 
protective  works:  (a)  Inlet  frontage,  replacement  of  damaged  con¬ 
crete  seawall  at  the  city  park  by  a  steel  sheet-pile  wall;  construction 
in  three  stages  of  a  stone  jetty  about  4,800  feet  in  length  on  Brigantine 
Island  (north  side  of  Absecon  Inlet) ;  revetment  of  the  Maine  Avenue 
bulkhead;  construction  of  two  new  stone  groins  (Caspian  and  Melrose 
Avenues)  and  extensions  to  six  existing  groins  (Pacific,  Euclid, 
northwest  of  Atlantic,  Grammercy,  Madison,  and  Adriatic  Avenues) 
along  Maine  Avenue;  restoration  of  about  3,800  feet  of  beach  by 
placement  of  about  500,000  cubic  yards  of  sand  fill;  and  ( b )  ocean 
frontage,  extension  of  the  existing  jetty  at  the  south  side  of  Absecon 
Inlet  (at  Oriental  Avenue);  construction  of  five  new  timber  groins 
(St.  Charles  Place,  Virginia  Avenue,  near  North  Carolina  Avenue, 
St.  James  Place,  and  Illinois  Avenue)  and  extension  to  existing  stone 
groin  (Vermont  Avenue) ;  restoration  of  about  6,000  feet  of  beach  by 
placement  of  about  700,000  cubic  yards  of  sand  fill. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Federal  participation  in  the 
amount  of  one-half  of  the  costs  of  periodic  nourishment  for  a  period  of 
10  years,  at  an  estimated  average  annual  cost  of  $276,000  of  which  the 
Federal  share  would  be  $138,000;  and  that  the  same  Federal  participa¬ 
tion  apply  on  a  reimbursable  basis  to  the  initial  nourishment  operation 
to  be  accomplished  by  local  interests. 
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Initial 

nourishment 

Periodic 

nourishment 

Federal _  _ _ _ _ _ 

$205,  000 
205, 000 

$138, 000 
13H,  000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  _  _ 

Total _ _ _ 

410, 000 

276, 000 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

$262,  000 
270,  000 
276, 000 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization  __  _ _  _ 

$100, 000 

$162, 000 
270, 000 
138, 000 

Maintenance  _ _ _ _ __ _ _ 

Periodic  nourishment _ _ _ _ 

138,  000 

Total _ 

238, 000 

570,  000 

808, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

144, 000 
8,000 
2, 173, 000 

Decrease  fn  maintenance _  _ _ 

Recreation...  _ _ _  _ 

Total. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2, 325, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 3.0. 

Local  cooperation. — Continuation  of  conditions  of  local  cooperation 
required  for  Federal  participation  in  the  existing  project,  but  with 
Federal  assistance  in  the  costs  of  periodic  and  initial  nourishment  as 
recommended. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  improvement  provides 
for  Federal  participation  in  periodic  nourishment  of  the  beach  in 
accordance  with  current  policy. 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  R.I. 

(H.  Doc.  228,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Newport  is  located  on  Aquidneck  Island  near  the  mouth 
of  Narragansett  Bay  about  25  miles  south  of  Providence. 

Authority.-— Section  2,  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal. 

Erosion  problem.- — Continued  erosion  and  retreat  of  the  cliffs  and 
bluffs  for  many  years  has  resulted  in  destruction  and  loss  of  segments 
of  Cliff  Walk  at  a  number  of  locations. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  improvements 
for  shore  protection  at  Newport,  R.I.,  extending  from  the  west  end  of 
Newport  Beach  to  the  east  end  of  Bailey  Beach,  a  distance  of  about 
18,000  feet,  to  consist  of  intermittent  reaches  of  backfill,  dumped 
riprap,  stone  mounds,  stone  slope  revetment,  stone  breakwaters, 
concrete  toe  walls,  concrete  seawalls,  concrete  parapet  walls,  and 
grading  and  surfacing  Cliff  Walk  and  providing  drainage  therefor. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  July  1963) 

Federal _  $340,  000 

Non-Federal _  810,  000 

Total _  1,  150,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization...  . . . . . . 

$13, 200 

0 

$31, 500 
11,500 

$44, 700 
11,500 

Maintenance _ _ _ 

Total _ _ _ 

13,  200 

43, 000 

56, 200 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreational  benefits.. . .  ._ 

60, 850 
11,800 

Prevention  of  loss  of  land  and  walk. . 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

72, 650 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.— Obtain  and  submit  for  approval  suitable  ease¬ 
ments,  leases,  or  other  proof  of  the  continued  right  of  passage  along 
the  walk  of  the  general  public,  and  of  satisfactory  access,  as  may  be 
needed,  for  construction  and  repair;  and  assure  continued  public 
ownership  or  control  and  its  administration  for  public  use  during  the 
economic  life  of  the  project;  contribute  58.2  percent  of  the  estimated 
first  cost  of  construction  of  all  shore  structures  for  protection  against 
erosion  by  waves  and  currents  below  the  upper  limit  of  computed 
wave  runup  and  contribute  100  percent  of  the  estimated  first  cost  of 
restoration  and  filling  of  land,  repair,  construction  and  drainage  of  the 
walk,  and  construction  of  those  portions  of  shore  structures  above  the 
limit  of  wave  runup,  an  amount  presently  estimated  at  $810,000,  the 
actual  local  contribution  of  first  cost  to  be  based  on  actual  construction 
costs  of  the  items  of  work  involved  in  accordance  with  the  above  per¬ 
centages;  maintain,  entirely  at  their  own  expense,  those  existing 
protective  structures  which  are  suitable  for  protection  of  the  walk  as 
indicated  in  the  report  of  the  division  engineer;  assure  maintenance 
and  repair  of  the  walk  and  protective  structures  during  the  economic 
fife  of  the  project  as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose; 
provide  at  their  own  expense  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights- 
of-way,  including  temporary  access  easements  for  construction;  and 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  con¬ 
struction  works.  Local  interests  have  expressed  that  they  will 
cooperate  in  the  improvements. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Rhode  Island:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  the  improvement  is  needed 
to  restore  and  protect  the  walk  in  order  to  permit  the  public  to  view 
the  natural  beauty  of  the  area. 
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Duval  County,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  273,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  entire  16-mile  ocean  shoreline  of  Duval  County  is 
located  on  the  upper  Atlantic  coast  of  Florida,  south  of  Nassau 
Sound  and  includes  Little  Talbot  Island,  St.  Johns  River  entrance, 
Mayport,  Chosen,  Atlantic,  Neptune,  and  Jacksonville  Beaches. 

Authority. — Resolutions  of  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  adopted  January  7,  1963.  and 
June  19,  1963,  respectively. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Corps  of  Engineers  project 
for  beach  erosion  control  in  Duval  County. 

Beach  erosion  problem. — The  problem  consists  of  erosion  and  re¬ 
cession  of  dunes  and  loss  of  land  where  there  are  no  seawalls,  and 
erosion  and  lowering  of  the  beach  profile  fronting  seawalls  with  re¬ 
sulting  damages  to  seawalls,  ramps,  and  public  and  private  develop¬ 
ment. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.—A  protective  and  recreational 
beach  having  a  level  berm  60  feet  wide  at  elevation  11  feet  above 
mean  low  water  and  a  natural  slope  seaward  as  would  be  shaped  by 
wave  action  along  the  53,000  feet  of  shore  between  the  St.  Johns 
River  jetties  and  the  Duval-St.  Johns  County  line;  and  the  periodic 
nourishment  for  the  first  10  years  of  project  life,  after  completion 
of  the  initial  fill  placement. 

Estimated  cost  (price  level  of  fall  1964) 

Federal _ $2,  266,  000 

ISlon-Federal _  1,  874,  000 

Total _  4,  140,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$90, 000 
i  222, 000 

$75, 000 
178, 000 

$165, 000 
400, 000 

Total _ 

312, 000 

253, 000 

565, 000 

Annual  benefits: 

291, 000 
10, 000 
710, 000 
40, 000 

Land  enhancement _ 

Recreation _ _  _ _ _ 

Total _ 

1,051,000 

1  For  1st  10  years  of  project  life. 


Benefit-cost  rat  io. — 1.9. 

Local  cooperation. — Prior  to  construction,  local  interests  are  required 
to  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
they  will  contribute  in  cash  one-half  of  the  first  cost  (including  con¬ 
tract  price,  engineering  and  design,  and  supervision  and  administra¬ 
tion,  and  excluding  the  cost  of  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and 
relocations)  of  all  items  of  work  for  protection  of  the  non-Federal 
publicly  owned  shore  to  be  constructed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the 
amount  as  presently  estimated  being  $1,824,000,  to  be  paid  in  a  lump 
sum  prior  to  start  of  construction,  or  in  installments  prior  to  start  of 


228  RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 

pertinent  work  items  in  accordance  with  construction  schedules  as 
required  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  the  final  apportionment  of  costs 
to  be  made  after  the  actual  costs  have  been  determined;  contribute 
in  cash  one-half  of  the  periodic  nourishment  costs,  adjusted  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  degree  of  Federal  navigation  benefits  for  the  non-Federal 
publicly  owned  shores  for  the  first  10  years  of  project  life,  now  esti¬ 
mated  at  $178,000  annually,  such  contributions  to  be  prior  to  each 
nourishment  operation;  periodically  nourish  the  non-Federal  publicly 
owned  shores  as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose,  after 
the  first  10  years  and  throughout  the  economic  life  of  the  project; 
provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements,  rights- 
of-way,  and  relocations  required  for  construction  and  subsequent 
nourishment  of  the  project,  now  estimated  at  $50,000;  hold  and  save 
the  United  States  free  from  damages  that  may  be  attributed  to 
construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project;  control  water  pollution 
to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  and  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  they  will 
maintain  continued  public  ownership  of  and  free  access  to  the  shore 
upon  which  the  amount  of  Federal  participation  is  based,  and  its 
administration  for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project. 
Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability  to  comply 
with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  improvement  consisting  of  restoring  53,000  feet  of 
publicly  owned  beach  is  to  be  located  along  a  highly  developed  resi¬ 
dential  and  recreational  area  where  beaches  are  gradually  deteriorat¬ 
ing.  The  committee  notes  that  wider  beaches  are  needed  for  protec¬ 
tion  of  shore  and  shorefront  properties  and  for  recreational  use. 

City  of  Evanston,  III. 

(H.  Doc.  159,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — -Western  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  immediately  north  of 
Chicago,  Ill. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1930,  as 
amended. 

Existing  project.- — -The  existing  Federal  project  for  shore  protection 
at  Evanston,  except  for  riprap  protection  at  Grosse  Point  Park  and  at 
South  Boulevard,  was  completed  by  local  interests  in  1960,  with 
Federal  participation  in  the  construction  costs.  The  improvements 
consist  of  steel  sheet-pile  groins  and  beach  replenishment  at  three 
locations,  Clai’k  Street  Beach,  Dempster  Street  Beach,  and  Lee 
Street  Beach,  and  riprap  protection  downcoast  of  each  of  the  groins. 

Beach  erosion  problem. — Beaches  at  Grosse  Point  Park  and  South 
Boulevard  are  being  eroded  to  the  extent  that  the  areas  suitable  for 
bathing  are  seriously  reduced.  There  is  need  for  additional  recrea¬ 
tional  beaches  in  the  area. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — - 

Grosse  Point  Park:  Impermeable  sheet-pile  groin  600  feet  long, 
with  sandfill  placed  on  north  side  extending  about  525  feet  along  the 
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shore,  varying  in  width  from  300  feet  at  groin  to  75  feet  at  north  end. 
Total  fill,  33,000  cubic  yards. 

South  Boulevard:  Impermeable  steel  sheet  pile  groin  600  feet 
long,  with  sandfill  placed  on  north  side  extending  about  800  feet 
along  the  shore,  varying  width  from  200  feet  at  the  groin  to  500  feet 
at  the  north  end.  Total  fill,  300,000  cubic  yards. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  196 j) 


Grosse  Point 
Park 

South 

Boulevard 

Total 

Federal.  _ 

$236, 000 
100,  000 

$156,  000 
156, 000 

$392, 000 
256, 000 

Non-Federal _ _ _  .  _ ...  _  ...  .  _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _  ... 

336, 000 

312, 000 

648,000 

Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

ANNUAL  CHARGES 

Grosse  Point  Park: 

Interest  and  amortization.  _ _ 

$9, 200 

$3,  900 
4, 700 

$13,  000 
4, 700 

Maintenance _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Total  _ 

9,200 

8,  600 

17, 800 

South  Boulevard: 

Interest  and  amortization. _  _ _ 

6, 100 

6, 100 
9,400 

12, 200 
9, 400 

Maintenance.  _ _ _ 

Total  _ _  _ _ 

6, 100 

15,  500 

21, 600 

Grosse  Point 
Park 

South 

Boulevard 

Annual  benefits: 

$2, 600 
42, 600 

$4, 300 
28, 400 

Beach  area  added .  .  ....  ... 

Total _ _  _ _ _ _ _ 

45,  200 
2.5 

32,700 

1.6 

Benefit-cost  ratio..  _ _ _ 

Local  cooperation. — Bear  all  costs  of  the  work  in  excess  of  the 
recommended  Federal  contributions;  provide  without  cost  to  the 
United  States  all  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way;  hold 
and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the  construction 
works;  maintain  all  the  works  after  completion  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army;  maintain  during 
the  economic  life  of  the  project  continued  public  ownership  and 
administration  for  public  use  of  the  publicly  owned  shores  upon  which 
the  recommended  Federal  participation  is  based;  maintain  at  the 
Grosse  Point  Park  Beach  conditions  that  will  exclude  permanent 
human  habitation  including  summer  residences,  preserve  the  natural 
protective  features  of  the  beach  and  inshore  lands,  and  provide 
essentially  full  park  facilities  for  appropriate  public  use  including  a 
suitable  recreational  beach  all  of  which  shall  meet  the  approval  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers;  provide  appurtenant  facilities  required  for 
realization  of  recreational  benefits;  control  water  pollution  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers;  and  obtain 
approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  prior  to  commencement  of  work, 
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of  detailed  plans  and  specifications,  and  arrangements  for  prosecuting 
the  work.  Local  interests  have  indicated  their  willingness  and  ability 
to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  State  and  Federal  agencies.— 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Illinois:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  modification  of  the  existing  beach  erosion  project  at 
Evanston  consisting  of  steel  sheet-pile  groins  and  beach  replenishment 
at  two  locations  will  provide  needed  shore  protection. 

Fort  Pierce,  Fla. 

(H.  Doc.  84,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — The  study  area  is  located  on  a  coastal  barrier  island 
fronting  the  Atlantic  Ocean  about  2  miles  east  of  Fort  Pierce,  Fla., 
across  Indian  River. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  3,  1930, 
as  amended. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  Federal  project  for  beach  erosion 
control. 

Problem.- — The  instability  and  recession  of  the  shoreline  due  to 
deficiency  of  littoral  material  entering  area  and  loss  of  material  into 
offshore  waters.  The  recession  downcoast  of  the  Federal  navigation 
project  jetties  has  accelerated  since  their  construction  by  local  inter¬ 
ests  in  1930. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Adoption  of  a  project  by  the 
United  States  providing  for  reimbursement  to  the  local  cooperating 
agency  of  that  part  of  the  first  costs  of  initial  restoration  and  periodic 
nourishment  for  a  period  of  10  years  of  the  two  contiguous  beaches 
as  follows:  One-half  of  such  costs  for  that  part  of  the  reach  of  ocean 
shoreline  starting  at  and  extending  1.2  miles  south  of  Fort  Pierce  Inlet 
which  is  in  public  ownership  at  the  time  of  reimbursement;  and  70 
percent  of  such  costs  for  the  0.1-mile  ocean  shoreline  known  as  the 
Lions  Club  Park  and  located  6,310  feet  south  of  Fort  Pierce  Inlet. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  fall  1962) 

Federal _ $220,  000 

Non-Federal _  205,  000 

Total _  425,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

N  on-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  _  _  _ _ _ _ 

$8, 600 
37, 200 

$8, 800 
34,  800 

$17,  400 
72,  000 

Beach  nourishment..  _  _  _  _  _  _ 

Total.  _  ...  . 

45, 800 

43,  600 

89,  400 

Annual  benefits: 

Prevention  of  loss  of  land _  _______ 

53,  700 
3,  400 
62,  700 

Prevention  of  damage  to  developments _ _  _ _ 

Recreational. _ _ _  _ _ 

Total.  _ _  .  _ 

119, 800 
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Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.3. 

Local  cooperation.- — Obtain  approval  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  prior 
to  commencement  of  work  on  the  project,  of  the  detailed  plans  and 
specifications  for  the  project  and  of  arrangements  for  prosecuting  the 
work;  furnish  at  their  own  expense  all  other  lands,  easements,  and 
rights-of-way  necessary  for  the  construction  of  the  project;  and  fur¬ 
nish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that,  during 
the  economic  life  of  the  project,  they  will  (1)  maintain  continued 
public  ownership  of  the  publicly  owned  shores  and  their  administration 
for  public  use  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project,  or  assure  con¬ 
tinued  availability  for  public  use  of  privately  owned  shores  involved 
in  the  project  where  Federal  aid  is  based  on  such  use;  (2)  maintain  at 
the  Lions  Club  Beach  Park  conditions  that  will  exclude  permanent 
human  habitation  including  summer  residences,  preserve  the  natural 
protective  features  of  the  beach  and  inshore  lands,  and  provide 
essentially  full  park  facilities  for  appropriate  public  use  including  a 
suitable  recreational  beach  all  of  which  shall  meet  with  the  approval 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers;  (3)  provide  periodic  nourishment  for 
preservation  of  the  protective  beach,  as  may  be  required  to  serve  the 
intended  purposes  subject  to  Federal  participation  as  recommended 
herein;  and  (4)  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
safeguard  the  health  of  bathers.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  and  ability  to  meet  the  terms  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — - 
Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Florida:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  improvement  will  correct  the  continuing  erosion  of 
the  beach  at  Fort  Pierce  which  has  progressed  in  recent  years  to  such 
an  extent  that  its  use  is  impaired  and  public  improvements  in  the  area 
are  threatened  with  destruction. 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii 
(H.  Doc.  107,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — Haleiwa  Beach  is  on  the  northwest  coast  of  the  island  of 
Oahu,  about  31  miles  northwest  of  Honolulu. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project  for  beach 
erosion  control.  Haleiwa  Beach  Park  which  fronts  the  beach  is 
owned  by  the  city  and  county  of  Honolulu. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — Haleiwa  Beach  has  been  deteriorat¬ 
ing  gradually. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement.- — Restoration  and  protection  of 
the  shore  of  Haleiwa  Beach  by  artificial  placement  of  beach  fill  and 
construction  of  an  offshore  breakwater  and  a  groin. 

Estimated  cost  {price  level  of  June  1962) 

Federal _ _ _  $572,400 

Non-Federal _  381,  600 


Total 


954,  000 
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Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $37,  900 

Maintenance  and  periodic  beach  nourishment _  10,  900 


Total _  48,  800 


Annual  benefits: 

Damages  prevented _  1,  000 

Recreation _ 1 _  186,  100 


Total _ _  187,  100 


Beneiit-cost  ratio. — 3.8. 

Local  cooperation. — Maintain  the  protective  measures;  maintain 
continued  public  ownership  of  the  shore  and  its  administration  for 
public  use;  maintain  at  Haleiwa  Beach  Park  conditions  that  will  ex¬ 
clude  permanent  habitation  including  summer  residences;  preserve 
the  natural  protective  features  of  the  beach  and  inshore  lands;  provide 
essentially  full  park  facilities  for  public  use;  and  control  water  pollu¬ 
tion  to  safeguard  health  of  bathers.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  ancl  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — Progressive  destruction  of  Haleiwa  Beach  by  wave  ero¬ 
sion  has  resulted  in  a  substantial  recreational  loss  to  the  local  com¬ 
munity  and  the  public  at  large.  The  improvement  will  provide 
necessary  corrective  measures. 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  S.C. 

(H.  Doc.  323,  88th  Cong.) 

Location. — Hunting  Island  is  located  along  the  southeastern  shore 
of  South  Carolina  in  Beaufort  County,  16  miles  east  of  the  city  of 
Beaufort,  9  miles  southwest  of  Edisto  Beach,  and  35  miles  northeast 
of  Tybee  Roads  at  the  mouth  of  the  Savannah  River. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July  3, 
1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — There  is  no  existing  Federal  project. 

Beach  erosion  control  problem. — The  beach  at  the  study  area  is 
eroding  rapidly  and  existing  improvements  are  being  threatened 
or  destroyed  by  encroachment  of  the  ocean.  The  high-water  line 
along  the  beach  front  has  receded  100  to  500  feet  since  1948. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — The  plan  comprises  periodic 
nourishment  of  about  18,500  feet  of  beach  on  the  northern  part  of  the 
island  with  initial  placement  of  a  3-vear  advance  nourishment,  and 
construction  of  one  groin  at  the  north  end  of  the  island.  Federal 
participation  in  periodic  nourishment  would  be  limited  initially  to  a 
period  of  10  years. 


Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  1962) 

Federal _ 

Non-Federal _ 


$319, 000 
136,  000 


Total 


455,  000 
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Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ 

$12, 000 
68,000 

$6, 500 
29,500 

$18, 500 
97,500 

Periodic  nourishment _ _ _ _ 

Total  -  __  _  _ 

80,000 

36,000 

116,000 

Annual  benefits: 

Land  losses  prevented _ 

56, 000 
12, 000 
119,000 

Damages  prevented _ _ 

Total _  _ 

187, 000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.6. 

Local  cooperation. — Contribute  30  percent  of  the  first  cost  of  the 
project  construction,  a  sum  currently  estimated  at  $136,000,  and  agree 
that  during  the  10-year  period  following  initial  construction  they  also 
will  contribute  prior  to  the  periodic  nourishment  work  30  percent  of 
the  costs  thereof,  a  sum  estimated  at  $29,500  annually;  and  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that,  during  the 
economic  life  of  these  works,  they  will  (1)  provide,  without  cost  to 
the  Federal  Government,  all  necessary  lands,  easements  and  rights- 
of-way  for  construction  and  nourishment  of  the  project;  (2)  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  all  claims  for  damages  due  to  the 
construction  and  nourishment  under  the  project;  (3)  control  water 
pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to  safeguard  the  health  of  bathers; 
(4)  maintain  for  public  use  as  a  park  and  conservation  area  meeting 
the  criteria  for  such  areas  as  expressed  in  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1962,  the  portion  of  the  park  upon  which  the  Federal  participation 
is  based;  and  (5)  assure  maintenance  and  periodic  nourishment  of  the 
project  as  may  be  required  to  serve  the  intended  purpose,  subject  to 
Federal  participation  as  recommended  herein.  Local  interests  have 
indicated  willingness  and  ability  to  comply  with  these  provisions. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  South  Carolina:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  notes  that  the  improvement  of  the 
beaches  along  Hunting  Island  Beach  would  protect  public  property 
and  preserve  the  existing  recreation  area. 

Perth  Amboy,  N.J. 

\ 

(H.  Doc.  186,  89th  Cong.) 

Location. — City  of  Perth  Amboy,  Middlesex  County,  N.J. 

Authority. — Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  July 
3,  1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — No  Federal  beach  erosion  project. 

Beach  erosion  problem. — -Consists  of  erosion  of  the  beach  in  front  of 
the  existing  seawall  which  will  permit  damage  to  property,  including 
road  and  utility  facilities  and  possible  failure  of  sections  of  old 
bulkheads. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — Construction  of  a  560-foot 
bulkhead. 
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Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  January  1964 ) 

Federal _ $82,  000 

Non-Federal _  82,  000 

Total _ _ 164,  000 


Project  economics 


Federal 

Non-Federal 

Total 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _ _ _ 

$4,200 

$4,200 

900 

$8, 400 
900 

M  aintenance _ _ _ 

Total _  _  __  __ 

4,200 

5, 100 

9,300 

Annual  benefits: 

10, 200 
1,300 

Enhancement _ _  - 

11, 500 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 1.2. 

Local  cooperation.- — Bear  all  costs  of  the  work  in  excess  of  the 
Federal  contribution  of  $82,000;  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free 
from  damages  due  to  the  construction  works;  maintain  all  the  works 
after  completion  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army ;  maintain  during  the  economic  life  of  the  project 
continued  public  ownership  and  use  of  the  present  non-Federal 
publicly  owned  shores,  and  the  private  shores  which  are  to  he  converted 
to  public  ownership,  upon  which  the  Federal  participation  is  based; 
and  obtain  approval  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  prior  to  commence¬ 
ment  of  work,  of  detailed  plans  and  specifications  of  the  project. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Favorable. 
State  of  New  Jersey:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks. — The  committee  considers  that  this  work  is  essential  to 
alleviate  the  erosion  problem. 

Waikiki  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii 
(H.  Doc.  104,  89th  Cong.) 

Location.— Waikiki  Beach  is  located  in  Honolulu  on  the  south 
shore  of  the  island  of  Oahu.  The  study  area  comprises  a  shore 
frontage  of  about  2l/4  miles  from  Diamond  Head  to  Ala  Wai  Yacht 
Harbor. 

Authority—  Section  2  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved 
July  3,  1930,  as  amended. 

Existing  project. — The  existing  Federal  project  provides  for  arti¬ 
ficial  placement  of  sand  fill  to  widen  the  beach  berm  and  construction 
of  a  terrace  wall,  two  groins,  and  appurtenant  drainage  facilities. 
The  State  in  1957  built  groins  to  assist  in  retaining  sand  fill. 

Beach  erosion  control  'problem. — At  one  time  a  continuous  beach 
existed  along  the  shoreline.  Usable  beach  area  now  exists  only  in 
scattered  locations.  Seawalls  built  at  the  beginning  of  the  century 
interfered  with  natural  onshore-offshore  movement  of  sand  resulting 
in  sand  being  washed  seaward  and  to  other  areas.  Groin  construe- 
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tion  and  sand  placement  have  been  used  in  attempts  to  reduce  erosion 
and  improve  the  beach  areas.  Some  success  has  been  obtained  but 
the  existing  beaches  are  inadequate  to  meet  public  demand. 

Recommended  plan  of  improvement. — In  lieu  of  existing  project, 
provide  for  restoration  and  protection  of  the  shore  of  Waikiki  Beach 
by  artificial  placement  of  beach  fill  on  the  shore  to  widen  the  beach 
to  widths  of  75  to  180  feet,  construction  of  eight  new  groins  and 
appuretenant  drainage  facilities,  and  modification  of  three  existing 
groins. 

Estimated  cost  ( price  level  of  August  1963) 


Federal _ $2,  490,  000 

Noil-Federal _ 1 1,  310,  000 

Total _  3,  800,  000 

1  Includes  $500,000  for  construction  of  Kuhio  Beach  segment  by  State. 

Project  economics 

Annual  charges: 

Interest  and  amortization _  $145,  000 

Maintenance  and  operation _  46,  000 

Total _  191,  000 

Annual  benefits: 

Recreation _  3,  179,  000 

Reduction  in  maintenance _  62,  000 

Total _  3,  241,  000 

Benefit-cost  ratio. — 17.9. 


Local  cooperation. — Provide  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way; 
hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages;  obtain  approval 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  prior  to  construction  of  plans  and  specifi¬ 
cations  for  the  Kuhio  Beach  segment;  provide  a  contribution  esti¬ 
mated  at  $1,310,000  in  funds  or  equivalent  work,  either  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction  or  in  increments  in  accordance  with  the 
construction  program  satisfactory  to  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  subject 
to  final  adjustment  based  on  public  use  and  ownership  of  the  shore 
at  time  of  construction  and  after  actual  costs  have  been  determined; 
maintain  continued  public  ownership  or  continuous  availability  of 
unobstructed  public  use  of  the  shores  upon  which  the  amount  of 
Federal  participation  is  based  and  administration  of  those  shores  for 
public  use,  exclusively  for  bathing  and  water-related  recreation; 
maintain  project  works  except  for  beach  fill  on  the  Fort  BeRussy 
frontage;  and  control  water  pollution  to  the  extent  necessary  to 
safeguard  the  health  of  bathers.  Local  interests  have  indicated 
willingness  to  meet  requirements  of  local  cooperation. 

Comments  of  the  State  and  Federal  agencies. — 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

State  of  Hawaii:  Favorable. 

Comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. — No  objection. 

Remarks.— The  committee  recognizes  that  Waikiki  Beach  is  a 
primary  tourist  attraction.  Erosion  has  reduced  the  beach,  which 
at  one  time  was  continuous  along  the  shoreline,  to  mere  patches  of 
beach  area  which  are  entirely  inadequate  for  the  ever-increasing 
number  of  tourists.  The  improvement  will  correct  these  deficiencies. 


53-113 — 65 - 1G 
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SECTION  302 

This  section  amends  section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1958.  As  amended  this  section  provides  for  a  comprehensive  program 
for  control  and  progressive  eradication  of  obnoxious  plant  growths 
from  the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting  channels, 
and  other  allied  waters  of  the  United  States  in  the  combined  interest 
of  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation,  public  health,  and  related  purposes.  The  program 
would  be  administered  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  direction  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and 
State  agencies.  On  the  basis  of  a  pilot  project  for  study  and  control 
of  obnoxious  aquatic  plants  in  the  Southeastern  United  States,  and 
the  damage  and  inconvenience  occurring  in  areas  where  such  plants 
are  prevalent,  the  committee  is  convinced  of  the  need  and  practi¬ 
cability  of  the  continuing  nationwide  program  which  would  be 
established  by  this  section.  The  committee  intends  that  the  term 
“other  obnoxious  plant  growths”  not  be  interpreted  as  excluding 
algae  problems  from  the  purview  of  this  section. 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  has  an 
existing  program  for  the  control  of  water  milfoil  and  other  obnoxious 
plants  in  the  Tennessee  River  and  its  tributaries.  The  committee 
wishes  to  make  clear  that  the  aquatic  plant  control  program  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  authorized  by  this  bill  is  not  intended  as  a  substi¬ 
tute  for  the  TVA  program.  Since  plant  control  activities  in  the 
Tennessee  River  system  must  be  coordinated  with  the  operation  of  the 
dams  and  reservoirs  for  flood  control,  navigation,  and  power  genera¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  for  malaria  control,  TVA  must  retain  responsibility  for 
such  activities  in  the  Tennessee  River  Basin.  It  is  anticipated,  how¬ 
ever,  that  TVA  and  the  corps  will  cooperate  to  the  fullest  extent  in 
promoting  research  and  exchanging  information  on  this  problem. 

Appropriation  of  not  in  excess  of  $5  million  annually  would  be 
authorized  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

SECTION  303 

This  section  would  grant  the  consent  of  Congress  for  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  to  construct  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River  down¬ 
stream  from  the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury,  Pa.  This 
consent  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  that  requirement  of 
section  9  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401).  It  is  the 
intent  of  the  committee  that  this  grant  of  consent  shall  apply  only 
to  construction  of  an  inflatable  fabric  dam.  There  would  be  no  cost 
to  the  Federal  Government. 

SECTION  304 

This  section  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  make  surveys 
for  navigation,  beach  erosion,  and  related  purposes  at  localities  spe¬ 
cifically  named  in  the  bill. 

SECTION  305 

The  existing  project  for  the  James  River,  Va.,  authorized  by  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  October  23,  1962,  provides  for  a  deep-water 
channel  from  Hampton  Roads  to  Richmond,  Va.,  and  appurtenant 
works.  The  authorizing  legislation  contains  the  provision  that  the 
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authorization  shall  expire  after  a  period  of  5  years  from  date  of  ap¬ 
proval,  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project 
within  that  time.  The  Committee  has  been  informed  that  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Virginia  has  spent  some  $300,000  on  a  model  study  on 
the  James  River  to  determine  the  effect  of  the  project  on  the  fishery 
industry.  Completion  of  the  studies  and  analysis  by  the  State 
cannot  be  accomplished  within  the  5-vear  period  after  authorization 
of  the  project.  The  committee  is  well  aware  of  the  work  that  the 
State  of  Virginia  is  doing  and  recognizes  that  due  to  the  complexity 
of  the  problem  that  additional  time  for  study  and  analysis  is  needed. 
The  committee  accordingly  has  granted  the  additional  time  required 
for  analysis  of  the  model  study  results,  which  should  be  completed 
before  October  23,  1971. 

SECTION  306 

The  Permanent  International  Association  of  Navigation  Congresses 
(PIANC)  is  an  international  body  concerned  with  engineering  develop¬ 
ments  for  inland  waterways  and  ocean  navigation.  The  committee 
notes  that  the  present  limit  on  appropriations  for  Federal  participation 
in  the  Congresses  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  expenses  under  present 
conditions.  In  view  of  the  importance  of  the  Federal  Government 
participating  in  this  work,  the  committee  believes  that  an  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  up  to  $22,000  per  year  is  warranted. 

SECTION  307 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  declare  a  certain  section  of  the 
East  River  in  New  York  City  nonnavigable,  so  as  to  permit  the 
development  of  the  area  for  housing  and  other  purposes. 

The  area  in  question  lies  between  17th  and  30th  Streets  in  Manhat¬ 
tan,  at  a  place  where  the  river  makes  a  significant  bend,  creating  an 
area  of  water  outside  the  pierhead  line.  At  the  present  time,  the 
only  structure  in  the  area  is  a  pier  used  to  dock  a  boat  used  by  the 
New  York  City  Board  of  Education,  which  the  city  would  presumably 
relocate.  There  is  no  navigation  taking  place  in  the  area,  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  has  testified  before  this  committee  that  it  has  no 
future  use  contemplated  for  the  area. 

In  requesting  this  legislation,  the  city  of  New  York  stated  that  it 
desired  the  area  to  be  used  primarily  for  housing,  including  facilities 
for  medical  personnel  of  Bellevue  Hospital.  Shops,  restaurants, 
and  a  marina  would  also  be  built.  One  portion  of  the  area  would  be 
used  as  the  site  for  a  school  for  children  of  U.N.  personnel.  The 
present  U.N.  school  occupies  a  site  that  has  been  condemned.  Con¬ 
struction  would  take  place  on  platforms  supported  by  open  piles,  so 
as  not  to  affect  the  navigable  part  of  the  East  River  Channel. 

This  declaration  of  nonnavigability  withdraws  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  right  to  order  the  structures  removed  for  purposes  of  navigation 
under  the  commerce  clause  of  the  Constitution  without  compensation. 
This  will  remove  a  cloud  on  the  title,  and  allow  local  interests  to 
make  financial  arrangements  for  the  development  of  the  area  for 
useful  purposes  other  than  navigation.  The  section  requires  no 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds. 
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SECTION  308 

This  section  would  declare  the  old  channel  of  River  Raisin,  Monroe 
County,  Mich.,  between  the  Monroe  Harbor  Range  Front  Light  and 
Raisin  Point,  its  entrance  into  Lake  Erie,  a  nonnavigable  stream.  In 
addition  the  consent  of  Congress  would  be  given  for  the  filling  in  of 
the  old  channel  of  the  River  Raisin  by  the  riparian  owners  on  such 
channel. 

In  the  act  approved  May  20,  1826  (4  Stat.  175),  Congress  authorized 
a  survey  of  La  Plaisance  Bay,  Mich.,  to  ascertain  the  expediency  of 
improving  the  navigation  thereof,  and  the  expense  of  effecting  the 
same.  At  that  time  River  Raisin,  upon  which  Monroe,  Mich.,  is 
located,  was  connected  with  the  bay  near  its  head,  but  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  river  and  bay  were  separated  by  extensive  shoals.  The 
town  of  Monroe  was  connected  to  the  railhead  at  the  river’s  mouth  by 
about  4  miles  of  railroad.  Congress  appropriated  money  each  year 
from  1826  to  1835  to  construct  and  maintain  a  harbor  of  refuge  at  the 
railhead.  During  this  same  period  a  plan  was  considered  for  connect¬ 
ing  the  navigable  waters  of  the  River  Raisin  with  La  Plaisance  Bay  by 
dredging  a  meandering  reach  of  the  River  Raisin  that  is  now  referred 
to  as  the  “Old  Channel.”  This  plan  was  abandoned  in  favor  of  the 
more  practical  project  of  straightening  the  River  Raisin  by  dredging 
a  direct  canal  to  Lake  Erie.  Congress  appropriated  money  for  this 
project  in  1835  (4  Stat.  752)  and  the  canal  was  placed  in  service  in 
1838.  The  “Old  Channel”  then  ceased  to  have  any  commercial  value 
and  all  plans  for  its  improvement  were  abandoned.  Over  the  years 
the  “Old  Channel”  has  gradually  filled  in  and  is  actually  obstructed 
by  a  sand  bar  at  the  La  Plaisance  Bay  end.  Much  of  it  has  become 
marshland  and  has  merged  with  a  wandering  channel,  known  as  Plum 
Creek,  which  is  not  considered  to  be  a  navigable  water  of  the  United 
States.  The  existing  “Old  Channel”  restricts  its  use  to  shallow  draft 
recreational  craft.  The  filling  of  the  “Old  Channel”  will  not  prevent 
small  craft  operating  on  Plum  Creek  from  entering  Lake  Erie  as  that 
waterway  is  still  open  to  La  Plaisance  Bay  and  Lake  Erie. 

The  existing  riparian  owners  wish  to  develop  this  site  and  to  do  so 
must  fill  the  channel. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  “Old  Channel”  should  be  declared 
nonnavigable  and  the  consent  should  be  given  for  the  filling  of  the 
channel  by  the  riparian  owners. 

SECTION  309 

The  revision  to  section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958, 
Public  Law  85-500  (72  Stat.  303)  which  would  be  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  is  to  clarify  the  authority  conferred  upon  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  the  alteration,  relocation,  or  replacement  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
mental  structures  and  facilities  necessitated  by  development  of  river 
and  harbor  and  flood  control  projects.  Although  the  existing  law 
vests  in  the  Chief  of  Engineers  authority  to  protect,  alter,  replace, 
reconstruct,  or  relocate  existing  structures  or  facilities  owned  by  an 
agency  of  Government,  there  is  no  definition  of  this  authority  to  guide 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  his  exercise  of  this  authority. 

The  revision  made  by  this  section  would  more  specifically  define 
the  authority  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  by  authorizing  him  to  alter, 
relocate,  or  replace  structures  and  facilities  to  such  standards  as  he 
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deems  reasonable,  but  not  to  exceed  the  minimum  standards  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  State  or  the  responsible  political  subdivision  thereof  for 
the  type  or  category  of  facility  involved  except  that  in  the  case  of 
an  existing  facility  wnich  exceeds  minimum  standards  of  the  State 
of  political  subsdivision,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  provide  a  replace¬ 
ment  facility  of  comparable  standards. 

For  example,  under  this  revision  the  Chief  of  Engineers  can  replace 
an  existing  school  with  a  new  facility  that  meets  current  space  require¬ 
ments  based  upon  the  current  average  pupil  enrollment  and  other 
features  to  meet  minimum  State  standards  for  accredii  ation  of  the 
newly  constructed  school. 

The  authority  in  the  present  law  to  make  a  lump-sum  payment 
representing  reasonable  cost  of  relocation  or  replacement  of  a  facility 
has  been  retained  in  this  revision.  It  is  intended  that  payment  of 
the  lump  sum  will  be  contingent  upon  construction  of  facilities  nec¬ 
essary  for  continuation  of  the  function  and  purpose  served  by  the 
existing  facility  which  is  being  taken  by  the  Federal  Government  for 
project  purposes. 

SECTION  310 

This  section  amends  existing  authority  available  to  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  to  construct  small  navigation  and  beach  erosion  control 
projects  without  specific  congressional  authorization  by  increasing  the 
current  Federal  cost  limitations  to  $500,000  per  project  and  the 
total  appropriation  for  any  one  fiscal  year  to  $10  million.  The 
committee  notes  that  the  existing  small  project  program  provides  a 
vehicle  for  expeditious  construction  of  urgently  needed  and  economi¬ 
cally  justified  improvements.  The  committee  considers  that  the 
increase  in  individual  project  cost  limitations  and  the  annual  appro¬ 
priations  for  such  purposes  will  provide  a  desirable  and  needed 
extension  of  this  program. 

SECTION  311 

In  order  to  permit  dredging  to  full  project  depth  throughout  the 
channel  in  Calumet  Harbor  and  River  prior  to  replacement  of  the 
Nickel  Plate  Railroad  bridge,  temporary  protection  of  the  center 
pier  and  south  abutment  is  necessary,  and  the  south  abutment  of 
Elgin,  Joliet  &  Eastern  Railroad  bridge  needs  strengthening.  The 
committee  believes  that  to  require  local  interests  to  furnish  temporary 
protection  for  the  Nickel  Plate  bridge  would  impose  a  condition  of 
local  cooperation  beyond  those  contemplated  at  the  time  of  the 
project  authorization,  and  in  equity  the  Elgin  bridge  should  be 
treated  similarly.  Therefore,  section  311  would  modify  the  project 
to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  provide  such  protection  at 
Federal  cost. 

SECTION  312 

This  section  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  to  conduct 
a  complete  investigation  and  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin,  including  the  waters  of  the  Baltimore 
Harbor,  and  including,  but  not  limited  to  the  following:  navigation, 
fisheries,  flood  control,  control  of  noxious  weeds,  water  pollution,  water 
quality  control,  beach  erosion,  and  recreation.  The  section  further 
provides  that  a  hydraulic  model  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin  and 


240 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


associated  technical  center  shall  be  constructed,  operated,  and  main¬ 
tained  in  the  State  of  Maryland  for  this  purpose.  Such  model  and 
center  may  be  utilized  by  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
of  the  Federal  Government  or  of  the  States  of  Maryland,  Virginia,  and 
Pennsylvania  in  connection  with  any  research,  investigation,  or  study 
being  carried  on  by  them  of  any  aspect  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin. 
However,  priority  shall  be  given  to  the  study  authorized  by  this  bill. 

The  committee  recognizes  the  need  and  desirability  of  investigation 
to  determine  an  effective  basis  for  conservation,  development,  and 
use  of  the  waters  of  Chesapeake  Bay,  including  Baltimore  Harbor, 
both  with  respect  to  immediate  problems  and  as  a  basis  for  avoidance 
of  problems  likely  to  be  attendant  upon  more  intensive  future  use  of 
the  bay  and  harbor. 

Authority  is  included  for  appropriation  of  not  to  exceed  $8,500,000 
to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  section. 

SECTION  313 

This  section  is  identical  to  H.R.  3788  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  July  19,  1965.  The  purpose  of  the  bill,  the  views 
of  the  committee,  and  the  comments  of  the  F ederal  agencies  are  all 
set  forth  in  House  Report  61 1,  89th  Congress. 

SECTION  314 

This  section  is  identical  to  H.R.  3976  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  May  17,  1965.  The  purpose  of  the  bill,  the  views 
of  the  committee,  and  the  comments  of  the  Federal  agencies  are  all 
set  forth  in  House  Report  290,  89th  Congress. 

SECTION  315 

This  section  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  transmit  to  the 
Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  not  later  than  June  30,  1968,  a  suggested  draft  of  legislation 
revising  and  codifying  the  general  and  permanent  laws  relating  to 
the  civil  works  projects  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  water  resources 
development. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  development  of  water  resource 
laws  has  accelerated  to  such  a  degree  that  it  is  necessary  to  initiate  a 
study  leading  to  possible  revision  and  codification  in  order  that  this 
information  may  be  readily  available  to  those  engaged  in  and  concerned 
with  water  resource  development,  including  the  Congress,  Federal, 
and  State  agencies  and  the  general  public.  Since  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  administration  of  these  laws 
it  is  expected  he  will  supervise  this  work. 

SECTION  316 

This  section  provides  for  study  and  recommendations  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  concerning  the  need  and  feasibility  of  the  Federal  Government 
reimbursing  States  and  other  public  entities  for  expenditures  incurred 
by  them  in  connection  with  authorized  projects  for  improvement  of 
rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
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and  other  purposes,  subsequent  to  the  initiation  of  studies  which  form 
the  basis  for  such  authorized  projects. 

SECTION  317 

This  section  provides  that  title  III  may  be  cited  as  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1965. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  ON  S.  2300 


We  generally  support  S.  2300,  but  we  strongly  oppose  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  St.  John  River,  Maine, 
and  the  hydroelectric  features  of  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Cheat  River,  W.  Va.,  and  the  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Auchumpkee 
Creek  Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Flint  River  Basin,  Ga. 

Dickey-Lincoln  School  Project,  St.  John  River,  Maine 

This  project,  as  proposed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  would 
consist  of  a  conventional  hydroelectric  power  dam  at  the  Dickey  site 
and  a  downstream  reregulatmg  dam  with  power  installation  at  the 
Lincoln  School  site,  on  the  St.  John  River  in  Maine.  The  project 
would  have  an  installed  capacity  of  794,000  kilowatts,  and  the  annual 
power  output  is  estimated  to  be  1,010  million  kilowatt-hours  at  site 
and  938  million  kilowatt-hours  at  market,  after  transmission  losses. 
The  Federal  cost  of  the  project  that  would  be  authorized  by  this  bill  is 
estimated  to  be  $227  million.  The  associated  transmission  system  to 
market  power  and  energy  from  the  project  is  estimated  to  cost  an 
additional  $73  million,  bringing  the  total  cost  to  $300  million. 

We  are  opposed  to  authorization  of  this  project  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  It  is  strictly  a  power  project. — This  development  is  not  being 
proposed  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  the  traditional  Federal  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  flood  control  or  navigation.  This  is  not  a  multiple- 
purpose  project,  primarily  for  flood  control  or  navigation,  that  includes 
the  development  of  power  for  realization  of  maximum  benefits  from 
the  project.  Only  two-tenths  of  1  percent  of  the  benefits  of  this 
project  will  be  flood  control;  whereas,  the  power  benefits  will  be  97.8 
percent.  The  remaining  2  percent  will  be  area  redevelopment  bene¬ 
fits.  There  is  no  reason  or  justification  for  the  Federal  Government 
to  spend  up  to  $300  million  of  the  taxpayers'  money  to  construct  a 
98-percent  power  project,  particularly  when  the  future  power  needs 
of  the  area  are  being  adequately  provided  for,  as  clearly  shown  by 
testimony  before  the  committee. 

2.  Studies  of  the  project  have  been  inadequate.- — The  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  has  been  studied,  and  its  construction  has  been  planned, 
in  connection  with  the  international  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power 
project.  The  plan  for  this  power  development,  as  set  forth  in  a  report 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  Passamaquoddy-St.  John 
River  Study  Committee,  entitled  “Supplement  to  July  1963  Report— 
The  International  Passamaquoddy  Tidal  Power  Project  and  Upper 
St.  John  River  Hydroelectric  Power  Development,”  dated  August 
1964,  was  submitted  in  1964  to  the  affected  Federal  agencies  and  States 
for  comment.  These  comments  were  so  critical,  and  they  so  accurately 
exposed  fundamental  defects  in  the  plan,  that  construction  of  the 
Passamaquoddy  project  had  to  be  abandoned,  for  it  is  admittedly 
uneconomical.  On  July  9,  1965,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  sub- 
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mitted  a  proposal  to  the  President  for  construction  of  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School  portion  of  the  project  alone,  as  an  independent  de¬ 
velopment.  The  President’s  approval  of  this  recommendation  was 
announced  the  next  day,  and  the  proposal  was  immediately  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress.  In  the  original  plan,  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  was  to  provide  pumping  power  for  the  pump  turbines 
at  Quoddy.  No  detailed  studies  have  been  made  of  this  project  to 
operate  as  a  separate,  independent  unit,  and  no  report  on  the  present 
proposal  has  been  submitted  to  the  affected  Federal  agencies  and 
States  for  comment,  as  required  by  law.  Preparation  and  review  of 
the  report  on  this  project  should  follow  established  procedures,  the 
same  as  that  required  for  all  other  projects,  to  assure  that  the  project 
is  justified  before  construction  is  authorized. 

3.  No  power  marketing  plans  have  been  developed. — The  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  bluntly  stated,  when  he  testified  before  the  committee, 
that  he  had  not  discussed  the  marketing  of  power  from  this  project 
with  anyone.  He  further  confirmed  the  fact  that  there  are  no  plans 
in  existence  as  to  how,  where,  and  at  what  prices  power  from  this 
project  will  be  marketed.  The  Secretary  also  stated  that  a  new  Federal 
agency,  similar  to  the  Southeast  Power  Administration  or  the  South¬ 
west  Power  Administration,  would  have  to  be  created  to  market  the 
power  from  this  project. 

The  unusually  complex  and  difficult  problems  of  marketing  an 
isolated  large  block  of  high  cost  power,  as  is  present  here,  make 
marketing  determinations  an  essential  prerequisite  to  authorization 
of  the  project. 

The  taxpayers  of  the  United  States  should  not  have  to  wait  until 
the  project  is  built,  as  is  apparently  proposed,  to  ascertain  whether 
the  project  power  can  be  sold  at  a  price  which  will  return  its  costs. 
It  is  plain  foolhardy  to  spend  $300  million  to  construct  a  facility  when 
the  salability  of  its  products  has  not  been  established. 

4.  It  is  questionable  ij  power  can  be  sold  at  a  price  sufficient  to  repay 
the  cost  oj  the  project. — Administration  witnesses  made  much  of  their 
plan  to  sell  load  factor  power  to  preference  customers  at  about  7  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour.  However,  they  repeatedly  brushed  aside  and  re¬ 
fused  to  face  up  to  the  reality  that  if  the  project  is  to  have  any  sem¬ 
blance  of  financial  feasibility,  even  under  the  extremely  libeial  stand¬ 
ards  employed  in  computing  repayment  requirements,  such  sales 
would  be  possible  only  if  the  remaining  low  load  factor  power  pro¬ 
duction  were  sold  at  extremely  high,  and  at  what  almost  certainly 
woxdd  be  prohibitive,  rates.  Mr.  Charles  A.  Robinson,  Jr.,  staff 
engineer  and  staff  counsel  of  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperatives 
Association,  appeared  as  a  witness  at  the  committee  hearings  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  project,  and  he  testified  that  the  estimated  annual  power 
production  cost  for  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  is  $14,600,000. 
It  is  simple  arithmetic  to  ascertain  that  the  average  cost  per  kilowatt- 
hour  of  the  annual  production  of  the  938  million  kilowatt-hours  of 
power  delivered  to  markets  is  $0.0155.  Obviously  power  must  be 
sold  at  least  at  this  average  rate  to  cover  production  and  transmission 
costs.  The  marketing  costs  would  have  to  be  added  to  secure  the 
overall  wholesale  rate,  which,  of  course,  does  not  include  any  provision 
for  distribution  costs. 

Mr.  Robinson  also  testified  that  the  average  rate  for  all  power 
purchased  by  cooperatives  in  the  State  of  Maine  in  1964  was  13.9 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour,  and  in  Vermont  it  was  13.3  mills.  It  is  diffi- 
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cult  to  see  how  this  project  could  be  attractive  to  cooperatives  at  an 
average  price  of  15J4  nulls  per  kilowatt-hour,  when  they  are  now 
purchasing  power  from  private  utility  companies  at  a  lower  rate. 

5.  There  are  cheaper  alternatives  that  could  bring  lower  cost  power  to 
New  England. — Representatives  of  the  New  England  power  companies 
proposed  an  alternative  thermal  power  development,  using  nuclear 
energy,  and  pumped-storage,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $71,040,000  for 
construction  of  the  generating  and  transmission  facilities,  as  compared 
with  $300  million  for  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  including 
transmission  facilities.  These  witnesses  testified  further  that  the 
annual  cost  of  production  of  power  at  the  alternate  facility  woidd  be 
$10,680,000  including  taxes,  and  $7,410,000  excluding  taxes,  which  is 
compared  with  the  estimated  annual  cost  of  $14,600,000  for  the 
Federal  project.  The  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  this  testimony, 
that  power  can  be  produced  more  cheaply  by  an  alternate  facility,  is 
confirmed  by  the  August  1964  report  of  the  Passamaquoddy-St.  John 
River  Study  Committee  to  Secretary  Stewart  L.  Udall,  entitled, 
“Supplement  to  July  1963  Report — The  International  Passamaq  noddy 
Tidal  Power  Project  and  Upper  St.  John  River  Hydroelectric  Devel¬ 
opment,”  and  the  July  9,  1965,  report  of  Secretary  Stewart  L.  Udall 
to  President  Johnson  entitled,  “Conservation  of  the  Natural  Re¬ 
sources  of  New  England — The  Passamaquoddy  Tidal  Power  Project 
and  the  Upper  St.  John  Hydroelectric  Development.”  For  example, 
the  1964  report,  on  page  81,  states: 

Federally  constructed  and  operated  pumped-storage  proj¬ 
ects  could  produce  equivalent  peaking  power  at  a  lower  cost 
than  the  Passamaquoddy-Upper  St.  John  River  project. 

The  Chairman  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  in  his  letter  of 
November  18,  1964,  to  Secretary  Stewart  L.  Udall,  which  letter  is 
included  in  the  1965  report,  said,  in  reference  to  the  proposed  Passa¬ 
maquoddy  tidal  power  project  and  Upper  St.  John  Hydroelectric 
project — 

*  *  *  the  report  does  indicate  that  with  similar  financing 
conditions,  equivalent  power  could  be  produced  more 
economically  by  either  fossil  or  nuclear  powerplants. 
Whether  federally  or  privately  financed  these  steamplant 
alternatives  would  initially  cost  around  one-fifth  of  the  cost 
of  the  proposed  hydro  project. 

It  seems  clear  that  more  dependable  power  can  be  produced  more 
cheaply,  more  efficiently,  where  and  when  required,  and  of  the  type 
needed  (peaking  or  load  factor  power)  by  an  alternative  thermal 
generating  facility,  using  nuclear  energy,  and  pumped-storage,  than 
by  the  proposed  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project. 

Furthermore,  cheaper  power  can  be  provided  by  such  alternate 
facility  without  spending  one  penny  of  tax  money  to  provide  the  in¬ 
vestment  capital  for  construction  of  the  project  or  to  finance  the  annual 
subsidy  represented  by  the  difference  between  the  4%-percent  interest 
rate  paid  by  the  Government  for  money  currently  borrowed  and  the 
3  ^-percent  collected  by  the  Government  in  the  power  rate  for  interest. 
Such  a  privately  developed  power  facility  would  also  pay  taxes  to 
help  bear  the  cost  of  all  levels  of  government,  National,  State,  and 
local. 
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Construction  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  is  neither  in 
the  public  interest  nor  in  the  interest  of  the  ultimate  consumers  of 
power  from  the  project. 

Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  W.  Va. 

Authorization  of  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  the  Cheat 
River  in  West  Virginia  provides  for  the  construction  of  a  multipurpose 
dam  and  reservoir  for  flood  control,  water  quality  control,  recreation, 
and  hydroelectric  power  production  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of 
$133,548,000. 

In  its  comments  concerning  the  project,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
took  note  of  the  fact  that  there  was  pending  before  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  an  application  by  the  Monongahela  Power  Co.  for  a 
preliminary  permit  relating  to  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power 
at  the  Rowlesburg  project.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  recommended  that  the  hydroelectric  power  features 
described  in  the  project  report  not  be  authorized  for  Federal  construc¬ 
tion  at  this  time.  It  was  stated  that  further  consideration  of  Federal 
development  should  be  deferred  pending  completion  of  action  on  the 
application  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  concurred  in  the  recommendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

S.  2300,  as  passed  by  the  Senate  and  as  reported  by  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  would  authorize  the  entire  project,  including 
the  hydroelectric  power  features,  but  with  the  following  provisos: 

Provided,  That  the  power  features  of  this  project  shall  not  be 
undertaken  until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
has  completed  action  on  any  applications  that  may  be  pend¬ 
ing  before  that  agency  for  private  development  of  the 
pumped-storage  facility  of  the  project:  Provided  further, 
That  should  the  Federal  Power  Commission  act  in  the 
affirmative  on  any  pending  applications,  the  authority  for 
such  project  shall  not  include  Federal  power  features  and 
the  estimated  cost  of  such  project  shall  be  $88,402,000: 

And  provided  further,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  dismisses  any  pending  applications,  Federal 
construction  of  such  pumped-storage  power  facilities  is 
hereby  authorized  and  approved. 

This  authorization  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  concurred  in  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  for  Federal  construction  of  the  hydroelectric  power  features 
would  be  authorized  even  though  it  is  a  conditional  authorization. 
To  comply  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
the  project  should  be  approved  without  the  pumped-storage  power 
development  features,  which  would  reduce  the  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  the  project  to  $88,402,000.  Efforts  were  made  in  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  to  approve  the  project  in  this  manner,  but 
a  majority  of  the  committee  voted  to  approve  the  project  as  it  was 
authorized  by  the  Senate. 

On  August  17,  1965,  after  passage  of  S.  2300  by  the  Senate,  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  acted  favorably  upon  the  application  of 
the  Monongahela  Power  Co.,  referred  to  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
The  Federal  Power  Commission  granted  a  24 -month  preliminary 
permit  to  the  company  to  study  a  proposed  pumped-storage  hydro- 
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electric  plant  on  the  Cheat  River  at  Rowlesburg,  W.  Va.  It  was 
stated  in  the  comments  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  before  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  acted: 

Should  the  Commission  act  favorably,  it  would  be 
expected  that  the  power  company  would  undertake  the 
power  development  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time. 
Should  the  Commission  act  unfavorably  on  the  application 
or  should  the  power  company  fail  to  undertake  the  power 
development  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time,  considera¬ 
tion  could  then  be  given  to  whether  the  power  features  should 
be  authorized  for  Federal  development. 

Under  the  circumstances,  it  seems  obvious  that  authorization  of 
the  hydroelectric  power  features  of  the  project  should  be  deleted 
and  that  the  project  should  be  authorized  without  the  pumped- 
storage  power  development,  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost  of  $88,402,000, 
which  would  result  in  an  initial  saving  of  $45,146,000  to  the  taxpayers 
of  the  Nation.  There  is  simply  no  justification  for  authorizing 
Federal  construction  of  the  hydroelectric  power  features  of  this 
project,  however  conditionally,  when  private  power  interests  are 
taking  active  measures  to  construct  this  project  through  private 
investment  instead  of  at  taxpayers’  expense. 

Flint  River  Basin,  Ga. 

The  President  has  advocated  a  closer  partnership  between  Govern¬ 
ment  and  private  enterprise  and  a  reduction  in  unnecessary  govern¬ 
mental  expenditures.  The  proposal  for  a  joint  Federal-private  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Flint  River  Basin,  Ga.,  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
a  private  power  company,  will  promote  these  objectives,  as  well  as 
having  many  other  advantages.  If  the  administration  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  are  sincere  in  their  pronouncements  to  eliminate  unnecessary 
governmental  expenditures  and  to  create  a  closer  partnership  between 
Government  and  business,  then  S.  2300,  as  reported,  should  be 
amended  to  provide  for  such  a  joint  development  of  the  Flint  River 
Basin. 

In  1962,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  recommended  a  comprehensive 
plan  for  development  of  the  Flint  River,  which  plan  included  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and  Lower  Auchumpkee 
CreeL  Dams  and  Reservoirs  in  the  headwaters,  for  flood  control, 
hydroelectric  power  generation,  general  recreation  and  fishing  recrea¬ 
tion,  and  two  other  projects,  primarily  for  navigation,  below  Albany, 
Ga.  This  general  plan  was  approved  bv  Congress  in  1963,  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Spewrell  Bluff  Dam  and  Reservoir  only  was  authorized 
at  that  time.  Planning  funds  for  the  Spewrell  Bluff  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  are  included  in  the  President’s  fiscal  year  1966  budget. 

S.  2300,  as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  would 
authorize  the  other  two  headwater  projects,  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower 
Auchumpkee  Creek  Dams  and  Reservoirs,  at  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  $88,653,000.  The  total  estimated  cost  of  these  two  projects 
and  Spewrell  Bluff  Dam  and  Reservoir  is  $156,455,000,  of  which 
$52,000,000  is  for  construction  of  the  hydroelectric  power  features. 

An  amendment  was  offered  in  committee  to  provide  that  a  private 
power  company  may  construct,  own,  operate,  and  maintain  the 
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hydroelectric  power  facilities  at  each  of  these  three  reservoirs  if, 
within  2  years  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  legislation,  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  licenses  such  company  to  do  so  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Federal  Power  Act  and  other  applicable  provisions  of 
law,  and  fixes,  in  accordance  with  section  10(e)  of  the  Federal  Power 
Act,  the  charges  to  be  paid  by  the  licensees  for  use  of  the  dam  so  as  to 
reimburse  the  Federal  Government  for  project  costs  allocated  to 
power  during  the  period  of  time  of  the  license.  The  operation  and 
maintenance  of  such  hydroelectric  power  facilities  by  a  private  power 
company  would  be  in  accordance  with  rules  and  regulanons  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  This  amendment  was  rejected  by  a 
majority  of  the  committee. 

The  Georgia  Power  Co.  has  made  a  firm  offer  in  hearings  before  the 
committee  to  build,  maintain,  and  operate  powerhouses,  and  incidental 
facilities  at  the  three  dams  under  FPC  license  and  in  a  manner  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  company  would  make  annual 
payments  which  would  fully  repay  the  Government  for  the  project 
costs  allocated  to  power. 

Both  the  present  and  immediately  past  Governors  of  the  State  of 
Georgia  have  gone  on  record  as  favoring  a  joint  project.  The  U.S. 
Study  Commission,  Southeast  River  Basins,  has  recommended  a 
joint  Federal-private  venture.  Local  interests  have  given  over¬ 
whelming  support  for  joint  development. 

In  a  letter  dated  August  18,  1965,  to  the  chairman  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  Resource  Advisory  Board  of  the 
Southeast  River  Basin,  stated: 

The  Resource  Advisory  Board  advocates  development  of 
the  three  dam  and  reservoir  projects  proposed  on  the  Flint 
River  at  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and  Lower  Auchumpkee 
Creek  as  joint  Federal -private  ventures.  *  *  *  The  Re¬ 
source  Advisory  Board  endorses  the  recommendations  of  the 
U.S.  Study  Commission  and  urges  the  Congress  to  authorize 
the  three  named  Flint  River  projects  for  joint  construction 
and  operation  by  the  Federal  Government  and  the  Georgia, 
Power  Co. 

Joint  construction  of  these  three  projects  would  result  in  a  reduction 
in  the  Federal  investment  of  $52  million.  Furthermore,  independent 
auditors  have  estimated  that  joint  projects  at  these  three  sites  would 
generate  over  the  50-year  period  of  the  projects  approximately  $41 
million  in  additional  Federal  income  taxes.  In  addition,  the  company 
would  pay  the  Government  an  estimated  $2.3  million  annually  for 
use  of  the  dams. 

In  addition  to  the  taxes  which  would  accrue  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  State,  counties,  and  school  districts  would  also  benefit. 
State  income  taxes  attributable  to  the  private  portion  of  the  projects 
over  the  50-year  period  are  estimated  to  be  $4.5  million,  and  State 
and  county  ad  valorem  taxes  are  estimated  at  $20.5  million. 

Federal  construction  of  power  generating  facilities  at  the  Spewrell 
Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and  Lower  Auchumpkee  Creek  Dams  and  Reser¬ 
voirs  is  not  warranted.  Private  investment,  in  cooperation  with  the 
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Federal  Government,  can  accomplish  the  purpose  with  many  addi¬ 
tional  public  advantages. 

William  C.  Cramer. 
John  F.  Baldwin,  Jr. 
William  H.  Harsha. 
John  C.  Kunkel. 

James  R.  Grover,  Jr. 
James  C.  Cleveland. 
Don  H.  Clausen. 
Charles  A.  Halleck. 
Charlotte  T.  Reid. 
Robert  C.  McEwen. 
James  D.  Martin. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  OF  CONGRESSMAN  FRANK  M. 

CLARK,  PENNSYLVANIA 

I  am  not  opposed  to  enactment  of  S.  2300  for  enactment  of  such 
legislation  for  the  improvement  of  our  river  basins  and  watersheds  is 
certainly  essential  to  the  progress  of  the  Nation.  I  do,  however, 
object  to  the  inclusion  of  one  project — the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project  on  the  St.  John  River  in  Maine. 

I  have  every  desire  to  assist  the  New  England  States  in  obtaining 
legitimate  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  in  their  quest  for 
lower  power  rates.  I  feel  quite  simply  though  that  the  Interior 
Department  and  Corps  of  Engineers  has  not  proven  the  economic 
feasibility  of  this  project  within  the  usual  criteria  established  by  the 
Congress.  In  effect  the  agencies  of  the  Government  have  not  done 
their  job;  they  have  not  provided  the  information  the  Congress  needs 
to  make  an  intelligent  decision.  The  fact  that  there  has  been  con¬ 
siderable  opposition  to  the  project  from  the  very  area  that  is  supposed 
to  benefit  from  this  project,  and  this  opposition  includes  some  Con¬ 
gressmen  from  the  area,  the  electric  companies  of  the  region  and  the 
New  England  Council,  would  seem  to  indicate  that  this  one  takes  a 
lot  more  examination  before  we  authorize  the  expenditure  of  such  a 
large  amount  of  money — in  actuality  some  10  percent  of  the  total 
omnibus  bill. 

The  Members  can  understand  my  objections  when  it  is  considered 
that  one  basic  criteria  established  for  such  projects  is  that  there  is  no 
better  alternate  way  of  doing  the  job.  This  is  not  truly  a  flood  control 
or  reclamation  project,  but  is  some  95  percent  power.  Its  stated 
objective  is  to  help  reduce  the  cost  of  power  in  the  area.  There  is 
more  than  ample  evidence  in  the  committee  hearings  record  to  raise 
serious  questions  about  that.  There  is  further  evidence  that  the 
private  companies  of  the  region  can  do  the  job  better,  faster,  and 
cheaper  without  the  expenditure  of  any  Federal  funds.  In  fact,  the 
Federal  project  might  actually  retard  the  primary  objective  of  lower 
power  costs  when  it  has  been  stated  that  consumers  will  be  receiving 
a  40-percent  reduction  in  power  costs  from  nuclear  and  fossil-fuel 
plants  tied  to  pumped-storage  stations. 

The  utility  companies  up  there  say  that  they  will  be  producing 
power,  and  in  some  instances  already  are,  at  lower  cost  than  this 
project  will  be  able  to  do  a  half  decade  or  more  from  now.  This 
indicates  to  me  a  serious  question  about  the  thoroughness  of  the 
examination  of  alternate  method.  I  am  saying  that  this  particular 
project  deserves  considerably  more  examination  before  the  Congress 
takes  action  on  it. 

I  suggest  further  that,  at  the  very  least,  there  should  be  some 
marketing  arrangements  made  in  advance  for  this  power  before  an 
authorization  is  made.  There  are  clear  statements  in  the  record  from 
utility  companies  in  the  area  that  they  will  not  be  interested  in  buying 
the  power  at  the  projected  Interior  Department  rates  because  they 
will  be  too  high. 
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It  seems  to  me  that  the  close  division  of  the  members  of  the  Public 
Works  Subcommittee  and  the  heavy  barrage  of  unfavorable  editorial 
comment  from  the  region  to  be  affected,  and  the  opposition  of  some 
of  the  Members  from  that  area,  plus  the  tremendous  amount  of  money 
involved  could  only  lead  us  to  return  the  project  to  the  committee 
for  closer  scrutiny. 

One  purpose  that  closer  scrutiny  would  serve  would  be  to  resolve 
the  apparent  contradictions  in  testimony  concerning  the  present  and 
future  power  costs  of  the  region.  In  a  letter  to  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  Mr.  Albert  A.  Cree,  representing  most  of  the  electric 
companies  in  the  region,  predicted  the  40-percent  reduction  in  power 
prices  between  now  and  1980.  The  letter  went  on  to  say: 

Mr.  Dunham,  president  of  Central  Maine  Power  Co., 
stated  that  the  average  cost  of  power  from  that  system 
presently  sold  to  wholesale  customers  was  about  11.5  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour.  With  this  estimated  40-percent  reduction 
between  now  and  1980  or  earlier,  this  wholesale  price  would 
drop  to  6.9  mills,  which  is  below  the  lowest  price  quoted  for 
preference  customers  in  Maine  in  the  report  of  July  9,  1965, 
by  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Udall  to  the  President. 

With  this  being  the  case  how  can  we  support  the  expenditure  of 
such  a  mammoth  amount  of  money  for  a  project  that  will  produce 
power  that  is  more  costly  than  that  produced  by  private  companies 
for  only  one-quarter  the  cost?  For  $300  million  we  will  buy  for  the 
taxpayers  an  electric  project  located  400  miles  from  the  load  centers 
of  the  region  that  will  be  unable  to  produce  as  much  power  in  a  year 
as  the  small  Yankee  Atomic  Electric  Co.  plant  at  Rowe,  Mass.,  which 
was  built  for  only  $40  million. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  this  project  will  give  a  temporary, 
but  only  temporary,  boost  to  the  State  of  Maine  through  the  expendi¬ 
ture  of  millions  of  dollars  there.  But  the  question  that  is  raised,  based 
on  what  we  now  know  about  this  project,  is,  Cannot  better  things  be 
done  for  Maine?  It  has  been  clearly  established  that  for  this  project 
to  be  economically  feasible  it  has  to  be  considered  on  a  New  England¬ 
wide  basis.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  it  will  do  nothing  for  New 
England  but  in  actual  fact  it  will  have  several  bad  effects.  First  off, 
it  will  not  help  reduce  electric  costs  but  will  have  a  contrary  effect. 
Secondly,  it  will  slow  down  the  scheduled  construction  of  large,  effi¬ 
cient  thermal  plants  in  other  parts  of  New  England — both  nuclear 
and  conventionally  fueled  plants. 

So  now  we  are  asking  the  taxpayers  to  spend  a  minimum  of  $300 
million  and  not  reduce  power  costs  of  one  region  and  discourage  the 
construction  of  large,  taxpaying  plants  in  that  same  area. 

The  bad  effects  on  New  England  is  one  problem,  but  there  are  bad 
effects  on  other  parts  of  the  country  too.  The  Congressmen  from  the 
coal  and  oil  producing  areas  are  being  asked  to  saddle  their  constituents 
with  additional  Federal  expenditures  which  will  reduce  the  sale  of  coal 
and  oil  and  will  not  help  anyone  at  all.  Competition  we  can  stand 
but  hardly  so  when  it  is  a  project,  federally  subsidized,  to  produce 
power  that  is  high  in  cost  in  an  already  high  cost  area  and  will  have 
adverse  effects  elsewhere  in  the  land. 
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There  are  many  unanswered  questions  on  this  particular  project. 
I  am  not  sure  that  we  are  ever  going  to  get  the  answers  to  them.  But 
I  am  sure  that  until  we  make  a  try  at  getting  the  information  that  we 
do  not  now  have,  we  should  not  support  any  requests  for  authorization 

of  this  project. 

Frank  M.  Clark, 

Member  oj  Congress. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW  MADE  BY  THE  BILL,  AS 

REPORTED 


In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  Rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

The  Paragraph  Under  the  Center  Heading  “Red  River  Basin” 
in  the  Act  of  December  30,  1963  (77  Stat.  840,  Public  Law 
88-253) 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Waurika  Dam  and  Reservoir  on  Beaver  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  33, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,100,000:  Provided , 
ET  hat  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  additional  lands  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife 
refuge  at  the  reservoir]  That  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chiej  oj  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands  and  interests 
therein  required  for  the  establishment  oj  a  national  wildlije  rejuge  at  the 
reservoir  as  described  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  88,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $418,000,  whenever  the  Secretary  oj  the 
Interior  approves  the  establishment  oj  such  a  rejuge. 


Act  of  September  14,  1961 
(75  Stat.  509) 

AN  ACT  To  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify  certain  leases  entered^ 
into  for  the  provision  of  recreation  facilities  in  reservoir  areas 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  oj  Representatives  oj  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  is  authorized  to 
amend  any  leas'}  entered  into  [before  November  1,  1956,]  providing 
for  the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  commercial  rec¬ 
reational  facilities  at  a  water  resource  development  project  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  so  as  to  provide  for  the 
adjustment,  either  by  increase  or  decrease,  from  time  to  time  during 
the  term  of  such  lease  of  the  amount  of  rental  or  other  consideration 
payable  to  the  United  States  under  such  lease,  when  and  to  the  extent 
he  determines  such  adjustment  or  extension  to  be  necessary  or  advis¬ 
able  in  the  public  interest.  No  adjustment  shall  be  made  under  the 
authority  of  this  Act  so  as  to  increase  or  decrease  the  amount  of  rental 
or  other  consideration  payable  under  such  lease  for  any  period  prior 
to  the  date  of  such  adjustment. 
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Section  206(b)  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  (33  U.S.C.  709a) 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to  allot,  from 
any  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  flood  control,  sums  not  to 
exceed  [$1,000,000]  $ 2,500,000  in  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the  com¬ 
pilation  and  dissemination  of  such  information. 


Section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  195S,  as  Amended 

[Sec.  104.  That  there  is  hereby  authorized  a  comprehensive 
project  to  provide  for  control  and  progressive  eradication  of  the  water- 
hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant  growths 
from  the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting  channels, 
and  other  allied  waters  in  the  States  of  North  Carolina,  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  Georgia,  Florida,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  and  Texas, 
in  the  combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agri¬ 
culture,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  public  health,  and  related 
purposes,  including  continued  research  for  development  of  the  most 
effective  and  economic  control  measures,  at  an  estimated  additional 
cost  for  the  expanded  program  over  that  now  underway  of  $1,350,000 
annually  for  five  years,  of  which  70  per  centum,  presently  estimated 
at  $945,000,  shall  be  borne  by  the  United  States  and  30  per  centum, 
presently  estimated  at  $405,000,  by  local  interests,  to  be  administered 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  published  as  House 
Document  Numbered  37,  Eighty-fifth  Congress:  Provided ,  That  local 
interests  agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims 
that  may  occur  from  such  operations  and  participate  to  the  extent 
of  30  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  the  additional  program:  Provided 
further,  That  Federal  funds  appropriated  for  this  project  shall  be 
allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority  basis,  based  upon 
the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability  of  local  funds.] 

Sec.  104-  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  a  comprehensive  program 
to  provide  for  control  and  progressive  eradication  of  water-hyacinth , 
alligatorweed,  Eurasian  water  milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic 
plant  growths,  from  the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting 
channels,  and  other  allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in  the  combined 
interest  oj  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  conservation,  public  health,  and.  related  purposes,  including  continued 
research  for  development  of  the  most  effective  and  economic  control 
measures,  to  be  administered  by  the  Chie  f  o  f  Engineers,  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and 
State  agencies.  Local  interests  shall  agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United 
States  free  from  claims  that  may  occur  from  control  operations  and  to 
participate  to  the  extent  of  30  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such  operations. 
Costs  for  research  and  planning  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  authorities 
of  this  section  shall  be  borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

( b )  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts,  not  in 
excess  of  $5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be.  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  Any  such  funds  employed  for  control  opera¬ 
tions  shall  be  allocatsd  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority  basis, 
based  upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability  of 
local  funds. 
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Section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962 
(Public  Law  87-874) 

TITLE  I— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  101.  That  the  following  works  of  improvement  of  rivers  and 
harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the 
conditions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective 
reports  hereinafter  designated:  Provided ,  That  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session),  shall  govern 
with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the  procedures 
therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works 
of  improvement  for  navigation  of  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  | 
purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full: 

NAVIGATION 

******* 

James  River,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  586,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $39,000,000:  Provided,  That 
this  authorization  shall  expire  [after  a  period  of  five  years  from  the 
date  of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has 
endorsed  the  project  within  that  time]  October  23,  1971 ,  unless  the 
Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed,  the  'project  by  that  date :  And,  provided 
further,  That  prior  to  construction,  there  will  be  submitted  to  the 
Congress  a  feasibility  report  which  takes  account  of  possible  adverse 
effects  of  the  project  on  seed  oyster  production; 

******* 


Section  107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1948 

(62  Stat.  1174)  { 

Svc.  107.  That  not  to  exceed  [$5,000]  $22,000  annually  of  the 
funds  appropriated  for  rivers  and  harbors  shall  be  available  for  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  the  Permanent  International  Com¬ 
mission  of  the  Congresses  of  Navigation  and  for  the  payment  in 
amounts  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  of  the  expenses  of  the 
properly  accredited  delegates  of  the  United  States  to  the  meetings 
of  the  congresses  and  of  the  Commission. 


Section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  303) 

Sec.  111.  Whenever,  during  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of 
any  navigation,  flood  control,  or  related  water  development  project 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
determines  that  any  structure  or  facility  owned  by  an  agency  of 
government  and  utilized  in  the  performance  of  a  governmental  fune- 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


255 


tion  should  be  protected,  altered,  reconstructed,  relocated,  or  replaced 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  navigation  or  flood  control,  or  both;  or  to 
preserve  the  safety  or  integrity  of  such  facility  when  its  safety  or 
usefulness  is  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  adversely 
affected  or  threatened  by  the  project,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may,  if 
he  deems  such  action  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  enter  into  a  contract 
providing  for  ( 1 )  the  payment  from  appropriations  made  for  the 
construction  or  maintenance  of  such  project,  of  the  reasonable  [actual 
cost  of  such  remedial  work,  or  for  the  payment  of  a  lump  sum  repre¬ 
senting  the  estimated  reasonable  cost:  Provided,  That  this]  cost  of 
replacing,  relocating,  or  reconstructing  such,  facility  to  such  standard  as 
he  deems  reasonable  but  not  to  exceed  the  minimum  standard  of  the 
Slate  or  political  subdivision  for  the  same  type  of  facility  involved,  except 
that  if  the  existing  facility  exceeds  the  minimum  standard  of  the  State  or 
political  subdivision,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  provide  a  facility  of 
comparable  standard,  or  {8)  the  payment  of  a  lump  sum  representing  the 
estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed 
as  modifying  any  existing  or  future  requirement  of  local  cooperation, 
or  as  indicating  a  policy  that  local  interests  shall  not  hereafter  be 
required  to  assume  costs  of  modifying  such  facilities.  The  provisions 
of  this  section  may  be  applied  to  projects  hereafter  authorized  and  to 
those  heretofore  authorized  but  not  completed  as  of  [the  date  of  this 
Act]  July  8,  1958,  and  notwithstanding  the  navigation  servitude 
vested  in  the  United  States,  they  may  be  applied  to  such  structures 
or  facilities  occupying  the  beds  of  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States. 


Section  107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  (33  U.S.C.  577) 

Sec.  107.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized 
to  allot  from  any  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  rivers  and  harbors 
not  to  exceed  [$2,000,000]  $ 10,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the 
construction  of  small  river  and  harbor  improvement  projects  not 
specifically  authorized  by  Congress  which  will  result  in  substantial 
benefits  to  navigation  and  which  can  be  operated  consistently  with 
appropriate  and  economic  use  of  the  waters  of  the  Nation  for  other 
purposes,  when  in  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  such  work  is 
advisable,  if  benefits  are  in  excess  of  the  cost. 

(b)  Not  more  than  [$200,000]  $500,000  shall  be  allotted  for  the 
construction  of  a  project  under  this  section  at  any  single  locality  and 
the  amount  allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  project  under  this  section. 

*  *  *  He  *  *  * 


Section  3  of  the  Act  of  August  13,  1946 
(33  U.S.C.  426g) 

Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  to  under¬ 
take  construction  of  small  shore  and  beach  restoration  and  protection 
projects  not  specifically  authorized  by  Congress,  which  otherwise 
comply  with  section  1  of  this  Act,  when  he  finds  that  such  work  is 
advisable,  and  he  is  further  authorized  to  allot  from  any  appropria- 


25(5 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


tions  hereafter  made  for  civil  works,  not  to  exceed  [$3,000,000] 
$ 10,000,000  for  any  one  fiscal  year  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs 
of  construction  of  such  projects:  Provided ,  That  not  more  than 
[$400,000]  $500,000  shall  be  allotted  for  this  purpose  for  any  single 
project  and  the  total  amount  allotted  shall  be  sufficient  to  complete 
the  Federal  participation  in  the  project  under  this  section  including 
periodic  nourishment  as  provided  for  under  section  1(c)  of  this  Act: 
Provided  further,  That  the  provisions  of  local  cooperation  specified 
in  section  1  of  this  Act  shall  apply:  And  provided  further,  That  the 
work  shall  be  complete  in  itself  and  shall  not  commit  the  United 
States  to  any  additional  improvement  to  insure  its  successful  opera¬ 
tion,  except  lor  participation  in  periodic  beach  nourishment  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  1  (c)  of  this  Act,  and  as  may  result  from  the  normal 
procedure  applying  to  projects  authorized  after  submission  of  survey 
reports. 


Act  of  December  21,  1944,  as  Amended  I 

AN  ACT  Creating  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission  and  authorizing  said 
commission  and  its  successors  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation  and  to 
construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi 
River  at  or  near  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  at  or  near  Fulton,  Illinois 

Be  it  enacted,  by  the  Senate  and  House  oj  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  in  order  to  facilitate 
interstate  commerce,  improve  the  postal  service,  and  provide  for 
military  and  other  purposes,  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission 
(hereinafter  created,  and  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “commission”) , 
and  its  successors  and  assigns  be,  and  are  hereby,  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  and  approaches 
thereto,  across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the  cities  of  Clinton, 
Iowa,  and  Fulton,  Illinois,  at  a  point  or  points  suitable  to  the  interest 
of  navigation,  subject  to  the  conditions  and  limitations  contained  in 
this  Act.  For  like  purposes  said  commission,  or  its  successors  and 
assigns,  are  hereby  authorized  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation, 
and  to  reconstruct,  maintain,  and  operate  all  or  any  existing  bridges 
for  vehicular  traffic  crossing  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the 
city  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  may  acquire  control  of  any  or  all  such1 
existing  bridges  bj^  purchase  of  stock  in  any  corporation  owning  any 
such  bridges,  or  by  a  conveyance  from  such  corporation  and  in  any 
case  the  existing  right  or  rights  of  the  city  of  Clinton  to  acquire  any 
such  bridge  or  bridges  shall  be  merged  into  and  represented  by 
acquisition  thereof  by  the  commission,  and  said  commission  shall  be 
authorized  to  maintain  and  operate  said  bridge  or  bridges  subject 
to  the  conditions  and  limitations  contained  in  this  Act:  Provided, 
That  the  power  granted  in  this  Act  with  respect  to  the  acquisition 
and  purchase  of  any  bridge  shall  not  be  exercised  by  said  commission 
until  all  terms  of  the  proposed  acquisition  and  purchase  of  any  such 
bridge  shall  have  been  approved  by  the  Highway  Departments  of 
the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois. 

Sec.  2.  Jurisdiction  of  all  condemnation  proceedings  under  this 
Act  for  the  acquisition  of  any  existing  bridge  or  bridges  is  hereby 
conferred  upon  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  Iowa,  and  for  such  purpose  the  process  of  such  court  may 
be  served  outside  of  the  State  or  district  in  which  such  court  is  located. 
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Sueli  proceedings  shall  follow  as  nearly  as  may  he  the  law  of  the 
State  of  Iowa  governing  the  proceedings  for  the  condemnation  of 
private  property  for  public  purposes  in  said  State.  Copies  of  any 
final  judgment,  decree,  or  order  of  such  court  in  any  such  condem¬ 
nation  proceedings  relating  to  land  located  outside  said  district 
shall  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  the  Federal  district  in 
which  such  land  is  located.  In  any  such  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ings  the  commission  shall  be  authorized  to  condemn  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  in  the  bridge  or  bridges  and  approaches,  and  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  real  property  necessary  therefor. 

Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  conferred  upon  the  commission  and  its 
successors  and  assigns  the  right  and  power  to  enter  upon  such  lands 
and  to  acquire,  condemn,  occupy,  possess,  and  use  such  privately 
owned  real  estate  and  other  property  in  the  State  of  Iowa  and  the 
State  of  Illinois  as  may  be  needed  for  the  location  and  construction 
of  any  such  bridge  or  bridges  and  for  the  operation  and  maintenance 
)  of  any  bridge  and  its  approaches  hereby  authorized  to  be  acquired 
or  constructed,  upon  making  just  compensation  therefor,  to  be  ascer- 
tained  and  paid  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  such  z-eal 
estate  or  other  property  is  situated,  and  the  proceedings  therefor 
shall  be  the  same  as  in  the  condeznnatiozi  of  private  property  for 
public  purpose  by  said  State,  z’espectively.  The  commission,  its  suc¬ 
cessors  azid  assigns,  is  further  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements 
with  the  States  of  Illinois  azid  Iowa,  and  azzy  political  subdivision 
thereof,  for  the  acquisition,  lease,  or  use  of  any  lands  or  property 
owned  by  such  State  or  political  subdivision. 

Sec.  4.  The  coznmissiozz  and  its  successors  azzd  assigns  are  hereby 
authorized  to  fix  and  chaz’ge  tolls  for  transit  over  such  bridge  or 
bridges  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  as  provided 
by  the  Act  of  Congress  approved  March  23,  1906. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  comznission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are  hereby 
authorized  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  such  bridge,  or 
bz’idges  as  znay  be  acquired,  reconstructed,  or  constructed,  as  herein 
provided,  and  approaches  (including  the  approach  highways,  which, 
in  the  judgment  of  the  commission,  it  is  necessary  or  advisable  to 
construct  or  cause  to  be  constructed  to  provide  suitable  and  adequate 
)  [connection]  connections  with  existing  improved  highways)  and  the 
necessai’y  lazid  easements  and  appurtezzances  thereto,  by  an  issue  or 
issues  of  zzegotiable  bozids  of  the  commissiozz,  bearing  interest,  payable 
semiannually,  at  the  rate  of  ziot  more  than  6  per  centum  per  azzzium, 
the  principal  azid  interest  of  which  bonds  shall  be  payable  solely  from 
the  fuzids  provided  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  azid  such  payments 
may  be  further  secured  by  mortgage  of  the  bridge  or  bridges.  All 
such  bonds  may  be  [registered]!  registrable  as  to  principal  alone  or 
both  principal  and  interest,  shall  be  payable  as  to  principal  within 
not  to  exceed  twenty-five  yeai-s  from  the  date  thereof,  shall  be  in  such 
denominations,  shall  be  executed  in  such  manner,  and  shall  be  payable 
in  such  medium  and  at  such  place  or  places  as  the  commission  may 
determine,  and  the  face  amount  thereof  shall  be  so  calculated  as  to 
produce,  at  the  price  of  their  sale,  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or  bi'idges, 
acquired  or  constructed,  and  approaches  and  the  land  easements,  and 
appurtenances  used  in  connection  therewith,  when  added  to  any  other 
funds  made  available  to  the  commission  for  the  use  of  said  purposes. 
The  commission  may  reserve  the  right  to  redeem  any  or  all  of  said 
bonds  before  maturity  in  such  manner  and  at  such  price  or  prices  not 
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exceeding  105  and  accrued  interest  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  commission 
prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  bonds.  Subject  to  the  provisions  oj  any 
prior  contracts  or  obligations  the  commission  may  disburse  any  available 
bridge  revenues  or  other  funds  or  borrow  money  and  issue  its  negotiable 
interest-bearing  notes  in  evidence  thereof  to  defray  the  cost  of  designing , 
engineering ,  and  planning  a  new  bridge  or  bridges  under  this  Act  and 
acquire  lands  for  the  location  and  approaches  thereto,  provided  that  all 
notes  evidencing  the  funds  so  borrowed,  if  not  previously  paid  from  such 
bridge  revenues,  shall  be  repaid  from  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  of  the 
commission  when  issued  for  account  of  such  new  bridge  or  bridges.  In 
the  event  the  commission  issues  notes  as  hereinbefore  in  this  section  pro¬ 
vided  and  said  notes  have  not  been  otherwise  paid  and  a  new  bridge  or 
bridges  are  not  built,  said  notes  shall  be  paid  from  revenues  derived  from 
the  operation  of  any  other  bridge  or  bridges  owned  by  the  commission, 
subject  to  the  obligation  of  payment  of  all  outstanding  indebtedness  for 
which  said  revenues  have  been  theretofore  pledged.  The  commission* 
when  it  deems  it  advisable  may  issue  refunding  bonds  to  refinance^ 
any  outstanding  [bonds  at  maturity  or  before  maturity  when  called 
for  redemption:  Provided,  That  such  refunding  bonds  shall  mature 
within  not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years  from  the  date  thereof  and  shall 
not  exceed  in  principal  amount  the  principal  amount  of  outstanding 
bonds  replaced  by  such  refunding  bonds. 3  bonds,  and  to  pay  any  other 
indebtedness  of  the  commission,  at  maturity  or  before  maturity  when  called 
for  redemption,  and  may  include,  as  a  part  of  an  issue  of  bonds  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  cost  of  a  bridge  to  be  constructed,  under  this  Act,  sufficient 
additional  bonds  bearing  interest  at  a  rate  or  rates  not  exceeding  6  per 
centum  per  annum  to  refinance  any  outstanding  bonds  and  notes  at  ma¬ 
turity  or  before  maturity  when  called  for  redemption.  The  commission 
may  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any  bank  or  trust  company  in  the 
United  States  as  trustee  having  the  power  to  make  such  agreement, 
setting  forth  the  duties  of  the  commission  in  respect  to  the  acquisition, 
construction,  maintenance,  operation,  repair,  and  insurance  of  the 
bridge  or  bridges,  the  conservation  and  application  of  all  funds,  the 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  bonds,  the  safeguarding  of  money  on 
hand  or  on  deposit,  and  the  rights  and  remedies  of  said  trustee  and 
the  holders  of  the  bonds,  restricting  the  individual  right  of  action  of* 
the  bondholders  as  is  customary  in  trust  agreements  respecting  bond^ 
of  corporations.  Such  trust  agreement  may  contain  such  provisions 
for  protecting  and  enforcing  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  trustee 
and  the  bondholders  as  may  be  reasonable  and  proper  and  not  incon¬ 
sistent  with  the  law. 

(b)  [Said  J  Such  bonds  may  be  sold  at  not  less  than  par  after  public 
advertisement  for  bids  to  be  opened  publicly  at  the  time  and  place 
stated  in  such  advertisement  and  at  the  price  bid  which  will  yield  the 
greatest,  return  to  the  commission  for  the  bonds  to  be  sold.  Such  ad¬ 
vertisement  for  bids  shall  be  published  at  least  once  each  week  for 
[four]  at  least  two  consecutive  weeks  in  a  newspaper  or  financial 
journal  having  recognized  circulation  among  bidders  for  bonds  of  the 
type  and  character  offered.  The  price  to  be  paid  for  the  bridge  or 
bridges  acquired  hereunder  shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  value 
thereof  as  determined  by  the  commission  at  the  time  of  acquisition. 
The  cost  of  the  bridge  to  be  constructed  as  provided  herein,  together 
with  the  approaches  and  approach  highways,  shall  be  deemed  to 
include  interest  during  construction  of  the  bridge  and  for  twelve 
months  thereafter,  and  all  engineering,  legal,  financing,  architectural, 
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traffic  surveying,  condemnation,  and  other  expenses  incident  to  the 
bridge  and  the  acquisition  of  the  necessary  property,  including  the 
cost  of  acquiring  existing  franchises  and  riparian  rights  relating  to 
the  bridge,  as  well  as  the  cost  of  abandonment  or  dismantlement  of 
any  existing  bridge  to  be  replaced  thereby.  If  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds 
shall  exceed  the  cost  as  finally  determined,  the  excess  shall  be  placed 
in  the  fund  hereafter  provided  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of 
such  bonds.  Prior  to  the  preparation  of  definitive  bonds  the  com¬ 
mission  may,  under  like  restrictions,  issue  temporary  bonds  or  may, 
under  like  restrictions,  issue  temporary  bonds  or  interim  certificates 
without  coupons,  of  any  denomination  whatsoever,  exchangeable 
for  definitive  bonds  when  such  bonds  that  have  been  executed  are 
available  for  delivery. 

Sec.  6.  The  rates  and  schedule  of  toll  to  be  charged  for  the  use  of 
such  bridge  or  bridges,  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  Congress  ap¬ 
proved  March  23,  1906,  shall  be  continuously  adjusted  and  main¬ 
tained  so  as  to  provide  a  fund  sufficient  to  pay  for  the  reasonable 
cost  of  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operating  the  bridge  or  bridges 
and  approaches  under  economical  management,  and  to  provide  a 
fund  sufficient  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds  as  the 
same  shall  fall  due  and  the  redemption  or  repurchase  price  of  all  or 
any  thereof  redeemed  or  repurchased  before  maturity  as  herein  pro¬ 
vided.  All  tolls  and  other  revenues  from  said  bridge  or  bridges  are 
hereby  pledged  to  such  uses  and  to  the  application  thereof  as  herein¬ 
after  in  this  section  required.  After  payment  or  provision  for  pay¬ 
ment  therefrom  of  all  such  cost  of  maintenance,  repair,  and  operation, 
and  the  reservation  of  an  amount  of  money  estimated  to  be  sufficient 
for  the  same  purpose  during  an  ensuing  period  of  not  more  than  six 
months,  the  remainder  of  tolls  collected  shall  be  placed  in  a  fund,  at 
intervals  to  be  determined  by  the  commission  prior  to  the  issuance 
of  the  bonds,  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds.  An 
accurate  record  of  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or  bridges  and  approaches; 
the  expenditures  for  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operating  the  same; 
and  of  the  daily  tolls  collected,  shall  be  kept  and  shall  be  available 
for  the  information  of  all  persons  interested.  The  commission  shall 
classify  in  a  reasonable  way  all  traffic  over  the  bridge  or  bridges  so 
that  the  tolls  shall  be  so  fixed  and  adjusted  by  it  as  to  be  uniform 
in  the  application  thereof  to  all  traffic  falling  within  reasonable 
classes,  regardless  of  the  status  or  character  of  any  person,  firm,  or 
corporation  participating  in  such  traffic,  and  shall  prevent  all  use  of 
such  bridge  or  bridges  for  traffic  except  upon  payment  of  tolls  so 
fixed  and  adjusted.  No  toll  shall  be  charged  officials  or  employees  of 
the  Commission,  nor  shall  toll  be  charged  officials  of  the  Government 
of  the  United  States,  while  in  the  discharge  of  duties  incident  to  their 
office  of  employment,  nor  shall  toll  be  charged  members  of  the  fire 
department  or  peace  officers  when  engaged  in  the  performance  of 
their  official  duties. 

Within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  construction  of  any  bridge  or 
bridges,  or  the  acquisition  of  any  bridge  or  bridges,  the  commission 
shall  file  with  the  Public  Roads  Administration  of  the  Federal  Works 
Agency  1  a  sworn  itemized  statement  showing  the  cost  of  constructing 
or  purchasing  the  bridge  or  bridges  and  their  approaches,  the  cost  of 
acquiring  any  interest  in  real  or  other  property  necessary  therefor,  and 

i  Functions  of  Public  Roads  Administration'transferred  from  Federal  Works  Agency  to  Department  of 
Commerce  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7tof  1949. 

53-113—65 - 18 


260 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


the  amount  of  bonds,  debentures,  or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness 
issued  in  connection  with  the  construction  or  acquisition  of  said  bridge 
or  bridges. 

Sec.  7.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  require  the  commission  or 
its  successors  to  maintain  or  operate  any  presently  existing  bridge  or 
bridges  acquired  hereunder,  if  and  when  all  bonds  issued  for  account 
of  such  bridge  or  bridges  shall  have  been  retired  or  provision  for  the 
payment  of  interest  on  and  the  retirement  of  such  bonds  from  the 
1‘evenues  from  any  other  bridge  or  bridges  shall  have  been  made  at 
the  time  of  issuance  of  such  bonds.  Any  such  presently  existing 
bridge  or  bridges  so  acquired  and  any  appurtenances  and  property 
thereto  connected  and  belonging,  may  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed 
of  or  may  be  abandoned  or  dismantled  whenever  in  the  judgment  of 
the  commission  or  its  successors,  and  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  Federal  Works  Agency,2  and  the 
United  States  Secretary  of  the  Army  it  may  be  declared  expedient  so 
to  do  and  provisions  with  respect  to  and  regulating  any  such  sale, 
disposal,  abandonment,  or  dismantlement  may  be  included  in  pro¬ 
ceedings  for  the  issuance  and  sale  of  bonds  for  account  of  any  such 
bridge  or  bridges.  The  commission  and  its  successors  may  fix  such 
rates  of  toll  for  the  use  of  such  bridge  or  bridges  as  it  may  deem 
proper  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  are  hereinabove  required 
as  to  tolls  for  traffic  over  the  bridge  to  be  constructed  provided  tolls 
shall  be  fixed  and  revised  from  time  to  time  for  traffic  over  all  bridges 
so  as  not  to  adversely  reflect  upon  the  earnings  of  any  bridge  or 
bridges  for  account  of  which  bonds  may  be  outstanding.  An  accurate 
record  of  the  cost  of  acquiring  or  constructing  each  such  bridge;  the 
expenditures  for  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operating  the  same;  and 
of  the  daily  tolls  collected  shall  be  kept  and  shall  be  available  for  the 
information  of  all  persons  interested. 

Sec.  8.  (a)  After  payment  of  the  [bonds  and  interest,]  bonds,  the 
notes  issued  under  section  5  of  this  Act,  and  the  interest,  or  after  a  sinking- 
fund  sufficient  for  such  payment  shall  have  been  provided  and  shall  be 
held  solely  for  that  purpose,  the  commission  shall  deliver  deeds  or 
other  suitable  instruments  of  conveyance  of  the  interest  of  the  com¬ 
mission  in  and  to  that  part  of  said  bridge  or  bridges  within  Iowa 
to  the  State  of  Iowa  or  any  municipality  or  agency  thereof  as  may  be 
authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law  to  accept  the  same  (hereafter  referred 
to  as  the  “Iowa  interests”),  and  that  part  of  said  bridge  or  bridges 
within  Illinois  to  the  State  of  Illinois  or  any  municipality  or  agency 
thereof  as  may  be  authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law  to  accept  the  same 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  the  “Illinois  interests”),  under  the  condition 
that  the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  thereafter  be  free  of  tolls  and  be  prop¬ 
erly  maintained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  the  Iowa  interests  and  the 
Illinois  interests,  as  may  be  agreed  upon;  but  if  the  Iowa  or  Illinois 
interests,  as  the  case  may  be,  fail  to  accept,  or  are  not  authorized  to 
accept  their  respective  portions  of  said  bridge  or  bridges,  then  the 
commission  may  deliver  deeds,  or  other  suitable  instruments  of  con¬ 
veyance  of  said  portions,  to  any  other  interest  which  may  accept  and 
may  be  authorized  to  accept  the  same,  under  the  condition  that  the 
bridge  or  bridges  shall  thereafter  be  free  of  toll  and  be  properly 
maintained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  said  interests  to  whom  said 
conveyances  are  delivered,  but  if  either  the  Iowa  interests,  or  the  Uli- 

2  Functions  of  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads  transferred  from  Federal  Works  Agency  to  Department 
of  Commerce  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949. 
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nois  interests,  or  any  other  interest  hereinabove  mentioned  shall  not  be 
authorized  to  accept  or  shall  not  accept  the  same  under  such  condi¬ 
tions,  then  the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  continue  to  be  owned,  main¬ 
tained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  the  commission  as  a  free  bridge,  until 
such  time  as  the  Iowa  interests,  the  Illinois  interests,  or  any  other 
interest  hereinabove  mentioned,  shall  be  authorized  to  accept  and  shall 
accept  such  conveyance  under  such  conditions.  The  rate  or  rates  of 
toll  for  crossing  any  bridge  now  existing  or  hereafter  constructed 
which  abuts  upon  or  enters  into  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of 
Clinton,  Iowa,  shall  not  be  reduced  below  the  rate  or  rates  now  in 
effect  on  existing  bridges  so  long  as  any  indebtedness  of  said  commis¬ 
sion  for  the  account  of  any  bridge  or  bridges  shall  be  outstanding 
and  unpaid.  Before  deeds  or  other  suitable  instruments  of  con¬ 
veyance  are  offered  to  the  Iowa  interests  and  the  Illinois  interests  for 
acceptance,  the  commission  shall  place  the  bridge  or  bridges  in  a  state 
of  repair  which  will  meet  the  approval  of  the  Highway  Departments 
of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois,  and  in  the  opinion  of  said  high¬ 
way  departments  said  bridge  or  bridges  will  need  repainting  within 
two  years  after  the  date  of  conveyance  of  title,  the  commission  shall 
turn  over  to  the  Iowa  interests  and  the  Illinois  interests  sufficient 
funds  to  pay  the  cost  of  repainting. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  restrictions  or  limitation  imposed  by  the 
Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  that  the  United  States  shall  aid  the 
States  in  the  construction  of  rural  post  roads,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses”,  approved  July  11,  1916,  or  by  the  Federal  Highway  Act,  or 
by  an  Act  amendatory  of  or  supplemental  to  either  thereof,  the 
Federal  Works  Administrator  3  or  any  other  Federal  department  or 
agency  of  the  United  States  Government  may  extend  Federal  aid 
under  such  Acts  for  the  construction  of  said  bridge  or  bridges  out 
of  any  moneys  allocated  to  the  State  of  Iowa  with  the  consent  of  the 
State  highway  commission  of  said  State,  and  out  of  moneys  allocated 
to  the  State  of  Illinois  with  the  consent  of  the  department  of  high¬ 
ways  of  said  State. 

Sec.  9.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  the  objects  stated 
in  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  created  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Com¬ 
mission,  and  by  that  name,  style,  and  title  said  body  shall  have  per¬ 
petual  succession;  may  contract  and  be  contracted  with,  sue  and  be 
sued,  implead  and  be  impleaded,  complain  and  defend  in  all  courts 
of  law  and  equity;  may  make  and  have  a  common  seal;  may  purchase 
or  otherwise  acquire  and  hold  or  dispose  of  real  estate  and  other 
property;  may  accept  and  receive  donations  or  gifts  of  money  or 
property  and  apply  same  to  the  purposes  of  this  Act;  and  shall  have 
and  possess  all  powers  necessary,  convenient,  or  proper  for  carrying 
into  effect  the  objects  stated  in  this  Act. 

The  commission  shall  consist  of  Thomas  B.  Charlton,  Joseph  J. 
Burke,  Fred  Hansen,  Mark  Morris,  and  Milton  Peaco,  of  Clinton, 
Iowa,  and  a  representative  from  tbe  highway  department  of  each 
of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois,  such  representative  from  Iowa  to 
be  designated  by  the  State  Highway  Commission  of  Iowa  and  such 
representative  from  Illinois  to  be  designated  by  its  Division  of  High¬ 
ways,  Department  of  Public  Works  and  Buildings;  such  commission 
shall  be  a  public  body  corporate  and  politic,  but  is  hereby  declared 
not  to  be  an  agency  of  the  Federal  Government.  Of  the  members  of 


3  Functions  of  Federal  Works  Administrator  relating  to  the  Public  Roads  Administration  transferred  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  by  Reorganization  Plan  No.  7  of  1949. 
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the  commission  hereinabove  named,  Thomas  B.  Charlton  and  Joseph 
J.  Burke  shall  be  for  a  term  of  one  year  each,  Fred  Hansen  and  Mark 
Morris  shall  be  for  a  term  of  two  years  each,  and  Milton  Peaco  shall 
be  for  a  term  of  three  years,  from  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act, 
and  thereafter  each  member  appointed  on  the  commission  shall  be 
for  a  term  of  three  years,  except  when  such  appointment  is  to  fill 
an  unexpired  term.  Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  qualify 
within  thirty  days  after  the  approval  of  this  Act  by  filing  in  the 
office  of  the  Federal  Works  Administrator  4  an  oath  that  he  will  faith¬ 
fully  perform  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  this  Act,  and  each 
person  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  shall  qualify  in  like  manner  within 
thirty  days  after  his  appointment.  Any  vacancy  in  said  commission 
other  than  of  members  to  be  designated  by  the  highway  departments 
of  Iowa  and  Illinois,  occurring  by  reason  of  failure  to  qualify  as 
above  provided,  or  by  reason  of  death,  expiration  of  term,  or  resigna¬ 
tion,  shall  be  filled  by  the  Federal  Works  Administrator.4  Before 
the  issuance  of  bonds  as  hereinabove  provided,  each  member  of  the 
commission  shall  give  such  bond  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  Commissioner 
of  Public  Roads,  Federal  Works  Agency,5  conditioned  upon  the  faith¬ 
ful  performance  of  all  duties  required  by  this  Act;  the  cost  of  such 
surety  prior  to  and  during  the  construction  of  the  bridge  shall  be 
paid  or  reimbursed  from  the  bond  proceeds  and  thereafter  such  costs 
shall  be  deemed  an  operating  expense.  The  commission  shall  elect 
a  chairman  and  a  vice  chairman  from  its  members,  and  may  establish 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  government  of  its  own  business.  A 
majority  of  the  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  transaction 
of  business. 

Sec.  10.  The  commission  shall  have  no  capital  stock  or  shares  of 
interest  or  participation,  and  all  revenues  and  receipts  thereof  shall  be 
applied  to  the  purposes  specified  in  this  Act.  The  members  of  the 
commission  shall  be  entitled  to  a  per  diem  compensation  for  their 
services  of  $10  for  each  daj?'  actually  spent  in  the  business  of  the  com¬ 
mission,  but  the  maximum  compensation  of  the  chairman  in  any  year 
shall  not  exceed  $1,200,  and  of  each  other  member  shall  not  exceed 
$600.  The  members  of  the  commission  shall  also  be  entitled  to  receive 
traveling  expense  allowance  of  10  cents  a  mile  for  each  mile  actually 
traveled  on  the  business  of  the  commission.  The  commission  may 
employ  a  secretary,  treasurer,  engineers,  attorneys,  and  other  such 
experts  assistants,  and  employees  as  they  may  deem  necessary,  who 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  such  reasonable  compensation  as  the  com¬ 
mission  may  determine.  All  salaries  and  expenses  shall  be  paid 
solely  from  the  funds  provided  under  the  authority  of  this  Act.  After 
all  bonds  and  interest  thereon  shall  have  been  paid  and  all  other  obli¬ 
gations  of  the  commission  paid  or  discharged,  or  provision  for  all 
such  payment  shall  have  been  made  as  hereinbefore  provided,  and 
after  the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  have  been  conveyed  to  the  Iowa 
interests,  and  the  Illinois  interests,  as  herein  provided,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  as  provided  herein,  the  commission  shall  be  dissolved  and 
shall  cease  to  have  further  existence  by  an  order  of  the  Commissioner 
of  public  roads  6  made  upon  his  own  initiative  or  upon  application  of 
the  commission  or  any  member  or  members  thereof,  but  only  after  a 
public  hearing  in  the  city  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  notice  of  the  time  and 


4  See  footnote  3,  supra. 

5  See  footnote  2,  supra. 

6  See  footnote  2,  supra. 
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place  of  which  hearing  and  the  purpose  thereof  shall  have  been  pub¬ 
lished  once,  at  least  thirty  days  before  the  date  thereof,  in  a  newspaper 
published  in  the  city  of  Clinton,  Iowa.  At  the  time  of  dissolution 
all  moneys  in  the  hands  of  or  to  the  credit  of  the  commission  shall  be 
divided  into  two  equal  parts,  one  of  which  shall  be  repaid  to  said  Iowa 
interests  and  the  other  to  said  Illinois  interests. 

Sec.  11.  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the 
commission  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  negotiate  and 
enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  with  the  State  Highway  Commission 
of  Iowa  and  the  Department  of  Highways  of  Illinois,  the  city  of 
Clinton,  Clinton  County,  Iowa,  or  any  county  or  municipality  in  the 
State  of  Illinois,  whereby  the  commission  may  receive  financial  aid 
in  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  the  bridge  or  bridges  and 
approaches  thereto,  and  said  commission  in  its  discretion  may  avail 
itself  of  all  of  the  facilities  of  the  State  Highway  Commission  of 
the  State  of  Iowa  and  the  Department  of  Highways  of  the  State  of 
Illinois  with  regard  to  the  construction  of  said  proposed  bridge  or 
bridges,  and  the  commission  may  make  and  enter  into  any  contract 
or  contracts  which  it  deems  expedient  and  proper  with  the  State 
Highway  Commission  of  Iowa  and  the  Department  of  Highways  of 
Illinois,  whereby  said  highway  departments  or  either  of  them  may 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  or  participate  with  the  commission 
in  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  said  bridge  or 
bridges  and  approaches  to  be  constructed  hereunder.  It  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  purpose  of  Congress  to  facilitate  the  construction 
of  a  bridge  and  proper  approaches  across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or 
near  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton,  Illinois,  and  to  authorize  the  com¬ 
mission  to  promote  said  object  and  purposes,  with  full  power  to  con¬ 
tract  with  either  the  State  Highway  Commission  of  Iowa  or  the 
Department  of  Highways  of  Illinois,  or  with  any  agency  or  depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Federal  Government,  or  both,  in  relation  to  the  purchase 
or  condemnation,  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  said 
bridges  and  approaches. 

Sec.  12.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize 
or  permit  the  commission,  or  any  member  thereof,  to  create  any  obli¬ 
gation  or  incur  any  liability  other  than  such  obligations  and  liabilities 
as  are  disehargeable  solely  from  funds  contemplated  to  be  provided 
by  this  Act.  No  obligation  created  or  liability  incurred  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  be  a  personal  obligation  or  liability  of  any  member 
or  members  of  the  commission,  but  shall  be  chargeable  solely  to  the 
funds  herein  provided,  nor  shall  any  indebtedness  created  pursuant 
to  this  Act  be  an  indebtedness  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  13.  The  design  and  construction  of  any  bridge  which  may  be 
built  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  standard 
specifications  for  highway  bridges  adopted  by  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials,  and  the  location  and  design  of 
any  such  bridge  shall  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  highway  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois. 

Sec.  14.  Any  bridge  or  bridges  constructed,  acquired,  or  recon¬ 
structed  under  authority  of  this  Act  shall  be  constructed,  maintained, 
and  operated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  regulate  the  construction  of  bridges  over  navigable 
waters”,  approved  March  23,  1906.  By  reason  of  the  commission 
hereinbefore  created  being  a  public  body  the  provisions  of  the  Secu¬ 
rities  Act  of  1933  and  of  the  Trust  Indenture  Act  of  1939,  and  any 
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amendments  to  either  or  both  of  said  Acts,  shall  not  apply  to  bonds 
authorized  to  be  issued  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  15.  The  bridge  or  bridges  purchased  or  constructed  under  the 
authority  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  Federal  instrumentalities 
for  interstate  commerce,  the  postal  service,  and  military  and  other 
purposes  authorized  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  said 
bridge  or  bridges  and  the  income  derived  therefrom  shall,  on  and  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  section,  be  exempt  from  all  Federal,  State, 
municipal,  and  local  property  and  income  taxation. 

Sec.  16.  The  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  Act  is  hereby 
expressly  reserved. 


Act  of  July  26,  1956,  As  Amended 

AN  ACT  Creating  the  Muscatine  Bridge  Commission  and  authorizing  said  Com¬ 
mission  and  its  successors  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation  and  to  con¬ 
struct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi  River 

at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  the  town  of  Drury,  Illinois 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in  order  to  facilitate 
interstate  commerce,  improve  the  postal  service,  and  provide  for  mili¬ 
tary  and  other  purposes,  the  Muscatine  Bridge  Commission  (herein¬ 
after  created,  and  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  “commission”),  and 
its  successors  and  assigns  be,  and  are  hereby,  authorized  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  and  approaches  thereto 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa, 
and  the  town  of  Drury,  Rock  Island  County,  Illinois,  at  a  point  or 
points  suitable  to  the  interest  of  navigation,  subject  to  the  conditions 
and  limitations  contained  in  this  Act.  For  like  purposes  said  com¬ 
mission,  or  its  successors  and  assigns,  are  hereby  authorized  to  acquire 
by  purchase  or  condemnation,  and  to  reconstruct,  maintain,  and  oper¬ 
ate  any  existing  bridge  for  vehicular  traffic  and  pedestrian  traffic  cross¬ 
ing  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and 
may  acquire  control  of  any  such  existing  bridge  by  purchase  of  stock, 
in  any  corporation  owning  any  such  bridge,  or  by  a  conveyance  from 
such  corporation,  or  by  purchase  or  conveyance  of  any  interest  in  such 
bridge  from  an  individual,  partnership,  company,  or  other  legal  entity 
which  might  have  ownership  in  such  bridge,  and  in  any  case  the  exist¬ 
ing  right  or  rights,  if  any,  of  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  to  acquire 
any  such  bridge  shall  be  merged  into  and  represented  by  acquisition 
thereof  by  the  commission  and  said  commission  shall  be  authorized 
to  maintain  and  operate  said  bridge  subject  to  the  conditions  and 
limitations  contained  in  this  Act:  Provided,  That  the  power  granted 
in  this  Act  with  respect  to  the  acquisition  and  purchase  of  any  bridge 
shall  not  be  exercised  by  said  commission  until  all  terms  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  acquisition  and  purchase  of  any  such  bridge  shall  have  been 
approved  by  the  highway  departments  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and 
Illinois. 

Sec.  2.  Jurisdiction  of  all  condemnation  proceedings  under  this 
Act  for  the  acquisition  of  any  existing  bridge  is  hereby  conferred 
upon  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Iowa,  and  for  such  purpose  the  process  of  such  court  may  be  served 
outside  of  the  State  or  district  in  which  such  court  is  located.  Such 
proceedings  shall  follow  as  nearly  as  may  be  the  law  of  the  State  of 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD  CONTROL 


265 


Iowa  governing  the  proceedings  for  the  condemnation  of  private 
property  for  public  purposes  by  said  State.  Copies  of  any  final 
judgment,  decree,  or  order  of  such  court  in  any  such  condemnation 
proceedings  relating  to  land  located  outside  said  district  shall  be 
filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  the  Federal  district  in  which  such 
land  is  located.  In  any  such  condemnation  proceedings  the  commis¬ 
sion  shall  be  authorized  to  condemn  all  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
the  bridge  or  bridges  and  approaches,  and  all  right,  title,  and  interest 
in  real  property  necessary  therefor. 

Sec.  3.  There  is  hereby  conferred  upon  the  commission  and  its 
successors  and  assigns  the  right  and  power  to  enter  upon  such  lands 
and  to  acquire,  condemn,  occupy,  possess,  and  use  such  privately 
owned  real  estate  and  other  property  in  the  State  of  Iowa  and  the 
State  of  Illinois  as  may  be  needed  for  the  location  and  construction  of 
any  such  bridge  or  bridges  and  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of 
any  bridge  and  its  approaches  hereby  authorized  to  be  acquired  or  con¬ 
structed,  upon  making  just  compensation  therefor,  to  be  ascertained 
and  paid  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  in  which  such  real  estate 
or  other  property  is  situated,  and  the  proceedings  therefor  shall  be 
the  same  as  in  the  condemnation  of  private  property  for  public  purpose 
in  said  State,  respectively.  The  commission  and  its  successors  and 
assigns  are  further  authorized  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the  States 
of  Illinois  and  Iowa,  and  any  political  subdivision  thereof,  for  the 
acquisition,  lease,  or  use  of  any  lands  or  property  owned  by  such  State 
or  political  subdivision.  The  commission  and  its  successors  and 
assigns  are  further  authorized  to  enter  into  agreement  with  the  United 
States  of  America,  or  any  of  its  agencies,  for  the  acquisition,  lease,  or 
use  of  any  lands  or  property  owned  by  or  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States  or  its  agencies. 

Sec.  4.  The  commission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are  hereby 
authorized  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  such  bridge 
or  bridges  as  may  be  acquired,  reconstructed,  or  constructed,  as 
herein  provided,  and  approaches  (including  the  approach  highways, 
which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  commission,  it  is  necessary  or  advisable 
to  construct  or  cause  to  be  constructed  to  provide  suitable  and  ade¬ 
quate  connection  with  existing  improved  highways)  and  the  neces¬ 
sary  land  easements  and  appurtenances  thereto,  by  an  issue  or  issues 
of  negotiable  bonds  of  the  commission,  bearing  interest,  payable  semi¬ 
annually,  at  the  rate  of  not  more  than  6  per  centum  per  annum,  the 
principal  and  interest  of  which  bonds  shall  be  payable  solely  from 
the  funds  provided  in  accordance  with  this  Act,  and  such  payments 
may  be  further  secured  by  mortgage  of  the  bridge  or  bridges.  All 
such  bonds  may  be  registered  as  to  principal  alone  or  both  principal 
and  interest,  shall  be  payable  as  to  principal  within  not  to  exceed  thirty 
years  from  the  date  thereof,  shall  be  in  such  denominations,  shall  be 
executed  in  such  manner,  and  shall  be  payable  in  such  medium  and 
at  such  place  or  places  as  the  commission  may  determine,  and  the 
face  amount  thereof  shall  be  so  calculated  as  to  produce,  at  the  price 
of  their  sale,  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or  bridges  acquired  or  constructed, 
and  approaches  and  the  land  easements,  and  appurtenances  used  in 
connection  therewith,  when  added  to  any  other  funds  made  available 
to  the  commission  for  said  purposes.  The  commission  may  reserve 
the  I'ight  to  redeem  any  or  all  of  said  bonds  before  maturity  in  such 
manner  and  at  such  price  or  prices  not  exceeding  105  per  centum  of 
the  face  value  and  accrued  interest  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  commission 
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prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  bonds.  The  commission  when  it  deems  it 
advisable  may  issue  refunding  bonds  to  refinance  any  outstanding 
bonds  at  maturity  or  before  maturity  when  called  for  redemption: 
Provided,  That  such  refunding  bonds  shall  mature  within  not  to  exceed 
thirty  years  from  the  date  thereof  and  shall  not  exceed  in  principal 
amount  the  principal  amount  of  outstanding  bonds  replaced  by  such 
refunding  bonds.  The  commission  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
any  bank  or  trust  company  in  the  United  States  as  trustee  having 
the  power  to  make  such  agreement,  setting  forth  the  duties  of  the 
commission,  in  respect  to  the  acquisition,  construction,  maintenance, 
operation,  repair,  and  insurance  of  the  bridge  or  bridges,  the  conser¬ 
vation  and  application  of  all  funds,  the  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
bonds,  the  safeguarding  of  money  on  hand  or  on  deposit,  and  the 
rights  and  remedies  of  said  trustee  and  the  holders  of  the  bonds,  re¬ 
stricting  the  individual  right  of  action  of  the  bondholders  as  is  cus¬ 
tomary  in  trust  agreements  respecting  bonds  of  corporations.  Such 
trust  agreement  may  contain  such  provisions  for  protecting  and 
enforcing  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  trustee  and  the  bondholders 
as  may  be  reasonable  and  proper  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  law. 

Said  bonds  may  be  sold  at  not  less  than  par  after  public  advertise¬ 
ment  for  bids  to  be  opened  publicly  at  the  time  and  place  stated  in  such 
advertisement  and  at  the  price  bid  which  will  yield  the  greatest  re¬ 
turn  to  the  commission  for  the  bonds  to  be  sold.  Such  advertisement 
for  bids  shall  be  published  at  least  once  each  week  for  four  consecutive 
weeks  in  a  newspaper  or  financial  journal  having  recognized  circula¬ 
tion  among  bidders  for  bonds  of  the  type  and  character  offered.  The 
price  to  be  paid  for  the  bridge  or  bridges  acquired  hereunder  shall  not 
exceed  the  reasonable  value  thereof  as  determined  by  the  commission 
at  the  time  of  acquisition.  The  cost  of  the  bridge  to  be  constructed 
as  provided  herein,  together  with  the  approaches  and  approach  high¬ 
ways,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  interest  during  construction  of  the 
bridge  and  for  twelve  months  thereafter,  and  all  engineering,  legal, 
financing,  architectural,  traffic-surveying,  condemnation,  and  other 
expenses  incident  to  the  bridge  and  the  acquisition  of  the  necessary 
property,  including  the  cost  of  riparian  rights  relating  to  the  bridge. 
If  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  shall  exceed  the  cost  as  finally  determined 
the  excess  shall  be  placed  in  the  fund  hereafter  provided  to  pay  the 
principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds.  Prior  to  the  preparation  of 
definitive  bonds  the  commission  may,  under  like  restrictions,  issue 
temporary  bonds  or  may,  under  like  restrictions,  issue  temporary 
bonds  or  interim  certificates  without  coupons,  of  any  denomination 
whatsoever,  exchangeable  for  definitive  bonds  when  such  bonds  that 
have  been  executed  are  available  for  delivery. 

Sec.  5.  The  commission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are  hereby 
authorized  to  fix  and  charge  tolls  for  transit  over  such  bridge  or 
bridges  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  as  provided 
by  the  Act  of  Congress  approved  March  23,  1906,  as  amended  or  sup¬ 
plemented.  The  rates  and  schedule  of  toll  to  be  charged  for  the  use 
of  such  bridge  or  bridges  shall  be  adjusted  from  year  to  year  aud  main¬ 
tained  so  as  to  provide  a  fund  sufficient  to  pay  for  the  reasonable  cost 
of  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operating  the  bridge  or  bridges  and 
approaches  under  efficient  management,  and  to  provide  a  fund  suffi¬ 
cient  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds  as  the  same  shall 
fall  due  and  the  redemption  or  repurchase  price  of  all  or  any  thereof 
redeemed  or  repurchased  before  maturity  as  herein  provided.  All 
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tolls  and  other  revenues  from  said  bridge  or  bridges  are  hereby  pledged 
to  such  uses  and  to  the  application  thereof  as  hereinafter  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  required.  After  payment  or  provision  for  payment  therefrom 
of  all  such  cost  of  maintenance,  repair,  and  operation,  and  the  reserva¬ 
tion  of  an  amount  of  money  estimated  to  be  sufficient  for  the  same 
pin-pose  during  an  ensuing  period  of  not  more  than  six  months,  the 
remainder  of  tolls  collected  shall  be  placed  in  a  fund,  at  intervals  to  be 
determined  by  the  commission  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  bonds,  to 
pay  the  principal  and  interests  of  such  bonds.  An  accurate  record 
of  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or  bridges  and  approaches;  the  expenditures 
for  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operating  the  same;  and  of  the  daily 
tolls  collected,  shall  be  kept  and  shall  be  available  for  the  information 
of  all  persons  interested.  The  commission  shall  classify  in  a  reason¬ 
able  way  all  traffic  over  the  bridge  or  bridges  so  that  the  tolls  shall  be 
so  fixed  and  adjusted  by  it  as  to  be  uniform  in  the  application  thereof 
to  all  traffic  falling  within  reasonable  classes,  regardless  of  the  status 
or  character  of  any  person,  firm,  or  corporation  participating  in  such 
traffic,  and  shall  prevent  all  use  of  such  bridge  or  bridges  for  traffic 
except  upon  payment  of  tolls  so  fixed  and  adjusted.  No  toll  shall  be 
charged  officials  or  employees  of  the  commission,  nor  shall  toll  be 
charged  officials  of  the  Government  of  the  United  States  while  in  the 
discharge  of  duties  incident  to  their  office  or  employment,  nor  shall 
toll  be  charged  members  of  the  fire  department  or  peace  officers  when 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties. 

Within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  construction  of  any  bridge  or 
bridges,  or  the  acquisition  of  any  bridge  or  bridges,  the  commission 
shall  file  with  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of 
Commerce,  a  sworn  itemized  statement  showing  the  cost  of  construct¬ 
ing  or  reconstructing  or  purchasing  the  bridge  or  bridges  and  their 
approaches,  the  cost  of  acquiring  any  interest  in  real  or  other  property 
necessary  therefor,  and  the  amount  of  bonds,  debentures,  or  other 
evidence  of  indebtedness  issued  in  connection  with  the  construction 
or  reconstruction  or  acquisition  of  said  bridge  or  bridges. 

Sec.  6.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  require  the  commission  or 
its  successors  to  maintain  or  operate  any  presently  existing  bridge 
acquired  hereunder,  if  and  when  all  bonds  issued  for  account  of  such 
bridge  shall  have  been  retired  or  provision  for  the  payment  of  interest 
on  and  the  retirement  of  such  bonds  from  the  revenues  from  any 
other  bridge  shall  have  been  made  at  the  time  of  issuance  of  such 
bonds.  Any  such  presently  existing  bridge  so  acquired  and  any 
appurtenances  and  property  thereto  connected  and  belonging,  may 
be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  or  may  be  abandoned  or  dismantled 
whenever  in  the  judgment  of  the  commission  or  its  successors,  and 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Commissioner  of  Public  Roads,  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  it  may  be  declared  expedient  so  to  do,  and 
provisions  with  respect  to  and  regulating  any  such  sale,  disposal, 
abandonment,  or  dismantlement  may  be  included  in  proceedings  for 
the  issuance  and  sale  of  bonds  for  account  of  any  such  bridge.  The 
commission  and  its  successors  may  fix  such  rates  of  toll  for  the  use  of 
such  bridge  as  it  may  deem  proper,  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as 
are  hereinabove  required  as  to  tolls  for  traffic  over  the  bridge  to  be 
constructed,  provided  tolls  shall  be  fixed  and  revised  from  time  to  time 
for  traffic  over  all  bridges  so  as  not  adversely  reflect  upon  the  earnings 
of  any  bridge  or  bridges  for  account  of  which  bonds  may  be  outstaud- 
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ing.  An  accurate  record  of  the  cost  of  acquiring  or  constructing  each 
such  bridge;  the  expenditures  for  maintaining,  repairing,  and  operat¬ 
ing  the  same;  and  of  the  daily  tolls  collected  shall  be  kept  and  shall 
be  available  for  the  information  of  all  persons  interested. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  After  payment  of  the  bonds  and  interest,  or  after  a 
sinking  fund  sufficient  for  such  payment  shall  have  been  provided 
and  shall  be  held  solely  for  that  purpose,  the  commission  shall  deliver 
deeds  or  other  suitable  instruments  of  conveyance  of  the  interest  of 
the  commission  in  and  to  that  part  of  said  bridge  or  bridges  within 
Iowa  to  the  State  of  Iowa  or  any  municipality  or  agency  thereof 
authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law  to  accept  the  same  (hereafter  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  the  “Iowa  interests”),  and  that  part  of  said  bridge  or 
bridges  within  Illinois  to  the  State  of  Illinois  or  any  municipality  or 
agency  thereof  authorized  by  or  pursuant  to  law  to  accept  the  same 
(hereafter  referred  to  as  the  “Illinois  interests”),  under  the  condition 
that  the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  thereafter  be  free  of  tolls  and  be  prop¬ 
erly  maintained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  the  Iowa  interests  and 
the  Illinois  interests,  as  may  be  agreed  upon;  but  if  the  Iowa  or  Illinois 
interests,  as  the  case  may  be,  fail  to  accept,  or  are  not  authorized  to 
accept,  their  respective  portions  of  said  bridge  or  bridges,  then  the 
commission  may  deliver  deeds,  or  other  suitable  instruments  of  con¬ 
veyance  of  said  portions,  to  any  other  interest  which  may  accept  and 
may  be  authorized  to  accept  the  same,  under  the  condition  that  the 
bridge  or  bridges  shall  thereafter  be  free  of  toll  and  be  properly  main¬ 
tained,  operated,  and  repaired  by  the  interests  to  whom  said  convey¬ 
ances  are  delivered;  but  if  either  the  Iowa  interests,  or  the  Illinois 
interests,  or  any  other  interest  hereinabove  mentioned  shall  not  be 
authorized  to  accept  or  shall  not  accept  the  same  under  such  condi¬ 
tions,  then  the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  continue  to  be  owned,  main¬ 
tained.  operated,  and  repaired  by  the  commission  as  a  toll  bridge,  tolls 
to  be  charged  being  reduced  so  as  to  provide  only  such  money  as  may 
be  necessary  to  pay  maintenance,  operators  expense,  and  repairs, 
until  such  time  as  the  Iowa  interests,  the  Illinois  interests,  or  any 
other  interest  hereinabove  mentioned  shall  be  authorized  to  accept 
and  shall  accept  such  conveyance  under  such  conditions.  The  rate  or 
rates  of  toll  for  crossing  any  bridge  now  existing  or  hereafter  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed  which  abuts  upon  or  enters  into  the  corpo¬ 
rate  limits  of  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  shall  not  be  reduced  below 
the  rate  or  rates  now  in  effect  on  existing  bridges  so  long  as  any  indebt¬ 
edness  of  said  commission  for  the  account  of  any  bridge  or  bridges  shall 
be  outstanding  and  unpaid.  Before  deeds  or  other  suitable  instru¬ 
ments  of  conveyance  are  offered  to  the  Iowa  interests  and  the  Illinois 
interests  for  acceptance,  the  commission  shall  place  the  bridge  or 
bridges  in  a  state  of  repair  which  will  meet  the  approval  of  the  high¬ 
way  departments  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois,  and  if  in  the 
opinion  of  said  highway  departments  said  bridge  or  bridges  will  need 
repainting  within  two  years  after  the  date  of  conveyance  of  title,  the 
commission  shall  turn  over  to  the  Iowa  interests  and  the  Illinois  in¬ 
terests  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  cost  of  repainting. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  restrictions  or  limitation  imposed  by  the 
Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  provide  that  the  United  States  shall  aid  the 
States  in  the  construction  of  rural  post  roads,  and  for  other  purposes”, 
approved  July  11,  1916,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  the  Commis¬ 
sioner  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce,  or  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency  of  the  United  States  Government  may 
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extend  Federal  aid  under  such  Act  for  the  acquisition,  reconstruction, 
or  construction  of  said  bridge  or  bridges  out  of  any  moneys  allocated 
to  the  State  of  Iowa  with  the  consent  of  the  State  highway  commission 
of  said  State,  and  out  of  moneys  allocated  to  the  State  of  Illinois  with 
the  consent  of  the  department  of  highways  of  said  State. 

Sec.  8.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect  the  objects  stated 
in  this  Act,  there  is  hereby  created  the  Muscatine  Bridge  Commission, 
and  by  that  name,  style,  and  title  said  body  shall  have  perpetual  suc¬ 
cession;  may  contract  and  be  contracted  with,  sue  and  be  sued,  im¬ 
plead  and  be  impleaded,  complain  and  defend  in  all  courts  of  law  and 
equity;  may  make  and  have  a  common  seal;  may  purchase  or  other¬ 
wise  acquire  and  hold  or  dispose  of  real  estate  and  other  property; 
may  accept  and  receive  donations  or  gifts  of  money  or  property  and 
apply  same  to  the  purposes  of  this  Act;  and  shall  have  and  possess 
all  powers  necessary,  convenient,  or  proper  for  carrying  into  effect 
the  objects  stated  in  this  Act. 

The  commission  shall  consist  of  L.  R.  McKee,  E.  W.  Boynton, 
H.  W.  Ogilvie,  G.  J.  Volger,  and  C.  A.  Rehwaldt,  and  a  representative 
from  the  highway  department  of  each  of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illi¬ 
nois,  such  representative  from  Iowa  to  be  designated  by  the  State 
Highway  Commission  of  Iowra  and  such  representative  from  Illinois 
to  be  designated  by  its  division  of  highways,  department  of  public 
works  and  buildings;  such  commission  shall  be  a  public  body  corporate 
and  politic,  but  is  hereby  declared  not  to  be  an  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government.  Of  the  members  of  the  commission  hereinabove  named, 
L.  R.  McKee  and  E.  W.  Boynton  shall  serve  for  a  term  of  three  years 
each,  H.  W.  Ogilvie  and  C.  A.  Rehwaldt  for  a  term  of  four  years  each, 
and  G.  J.  Volger  for  a  term  of  five  years,  from  the  date  of  approval 
of  this  Act,  and  thereafter  each  member  appointed  on  the  commission 
shall  be  for  a  term  of  five  years,  except  when  such  appointment  is  to 
fill  an  unexpired  term.  Each  member  of  the  commission  shall  qualify 
within  thirty  days  after  the  approval  of  this  Act  by  filing  with  the 
secretary  of  the  commission  an  oath  that  he  will  faithfully  perform 
the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  this  Act,  and  each  person  appointed 
to  fill  a  vacancy  shall  qualify  in  like  manner  within  thirty  days  after 
his  appointment.  Any  vacancy  in  said  commission,  other  than  of 
members  to  be  designated  by  the  highway  departments  of  Iowa  and 
Illinois,  occurring  by  reason  of  failure  to  qualify  as  above  provided, 
or  by  reason  of  death,  expiration  of  term,  or  resignation,  shall  be 
filled  by  two-thirds  majority  vote  of  the  remaining  members  of  the 
commission  or  by  the  Iowa  State  Highway  Commission  in  the  event 
the  remaining  members  of  the  bridge  commission  are  unable  to  agree 
upon  such  appointment  within  a  period  of  ninety  days  from  the  date 
the  vacancy  occurred.  Before  the  issuance  of  bonds  as  hereinabove 
provided,  each  member  of  the  commission  shall  give  bond  in  the  sum 
of  $10,000:  Provided,  That  the  chairman,  and  tbe  secretary  and  the 
treasurer  if  they  are  members  of  the  commission,  shall  give  bond  of 
$25,000  each  conditioned  upon  the  faithful  performance  of  all  duties 
required  by  this  Act;  the  cost  of  such  surety  prior  to  and  during  the 
acquisition  of  the  existing  bridge  or  the  reconstruction  or  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  bridge  shall  be  paid  or  reimbursed  from  the  bond  pro¬ 
ceeds  and  thereafter  such  costs  shall  be  deemed  an  operating  expense. 
Bonds  of  the  commission  members  shall  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of 
the  commission.  The  commission  shall  annually  elect  from  its  mem¬ 
bers  a  chairman  and  a  vice  chairman,  who  shall  each  serve  until  his 
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successor  is  elected,  and  may  establish  rules  and  regulations  for  the 
government  of  its  own  business.  A  majority  of  the  members  shall 
constitute  a  quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business. 

Sec.  9.  The  commission  shall  have  no  capital  stock  or  shares  of 
interest  or  participation,  and  all  revenues  and  receipts  thereof  shall 
be  applied  to  the  purposes  specified  in  this  Act.  The  members  of  the 
commission  shall  be  entitled  to  a  per  diem  compensation  for  their 
services  of  $20  for  each  day  actuahy  spent  in  the  business  of  the  com¬ 
mission,  but  the  maximum  per  diem  compensation  of  the  chairman  in 
any  one  year  shall  not  exceed  $3,000,  and  the  maximum  annual  per 
diem  compensation  of  each  other  member  shall  not  exceed  $2,000. 
The  members  of  the  commission  shall  also  be  entitled  to  receive  travel¬ 
ing  expense  allowance  of  10  cents  a  mile  for  each  mile  actually  traveled 
on  the  business  of  the  commission.  The  commission  shall  employ 
a  secretary  and  may  employ  a  treasurer,  engineers,  attorneys,  and 
other  such  experts,  assistants,  and  employees  as  they  may  deem 
necessary,  who  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  such  reasonable  compensa¬ 
tion  as  the  commission  may  determine.  All  salaries  and  expenses  shall 
be  paid  solely  from  the  funds  provided  under  the  authority  of  this 
Act.  After  all  bonds  and  interest  thereon  shall  have  been  paid  and 
all  other  obligations  of  the  commission  paid  or  discharged,  or  provi¬ 
sion  for  all  such  payment  shall  have  been  made  as  hereinbefore  pro¬ 
vided,  and  after  the  bridge  or  bridges  shall  have  been  conveyed  to  the 
Iowa  interests,  and  the  Illinois  interests,  as  herein  provided,  or  other¬ 
wise  disposed  of  as  provided  herein  the  commission  shall  be  dissolved 
and  shall  cease  to  have  further  existence  by  an  order  of  the  United 
States  District  Court  for  the  Southern  District  of  Iowa  made  upon 
application  of  the  commission  or  upon  application  of  any  other  party 
in  interest,  but  only  after  a  public  hearing  in  the  city  of  Muscatine, 
Iowa,  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  which  hearing  and  the  purpose 
thereof  shall  have  been  published  once,  at  least  thirty  days  before  the 
date  thereof,  in  a  newspaper  published  in  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa. 
At  the  time  of  dissolution  all  money  in  the  hands  of  or  to  the  credit 
of  the  commission  shall  be  divided  into  equal  parts,  one  of  which  shall 
be  paid  to  said  Iowa  interests  and  the  other  to  said  Illinois  interests, 
or  to  any  other  interest  to  which  the  bridge  or  bridges  is  conveyed. 

Sec.  10.  Notwithstanding  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the 
commission  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  negotiate  and  enter 
into  a  contract  or  contracts  with  the  State  Highway  Commission  of 
Iowa  and  the  Department  of  Highways  of  Illinois,  or  any  govern¬ 
mental  entity  in  the  State  of  Illinois  or  the  State  of  Iowa,  or  any  non¬ 
governmental  group  in  the  State  of  Iowa  or  any  nongovernmental 
group  in  the  State  of  Illinois  or  the  United  States  Government  or  any 
agency  or  department  thereof,  whereby  the  commission  may  receive 
financial  aid,  or  any  other  aid,  in  the  acquisition  and  maintenance  of 
an  existing  bridge  and  approaches  and  appurtenances  thereto;  or  the 
reconstruction  or  construction  of  a  bridge  and  approaches  and  ap¬ 
purtenances  thereto. 

The  said  commission  may  avail  itself  of  all  the  facilities  of  the 
State  Highway  Commission  of  the  State  of  Iowa  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Highways  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  or  any  subdivision  of  either 
State,  or  any  department  or  agency  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment,  with  regard  to  the  acquisition  of  the  existing  bridge  or  the 
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reconstruction  or  construction  of  a  bridge.  The  commission  may 
make  and  enter  into  any  contract  or  contracts  which  it  deems  expedi¬ 
ent  and  proper  with  the  State  Highway  Commission  of  Iowa,  or  the 
Department  of  Highways  of  Illinois,  or  any  governmental  agency, 
department,  or  subdivision  of  either  or  both  States,  or  the  United 
States  Government  or  any  department  or  agency  thereof,  whereby 
they  or  any  of  them  may,  by  contract,  participate  with  the  commis¬ 
sion  in  the  financing,  acquisition,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  an 
existing  bridge  and  the  approaches  and  appurtenances  thereto,  or 
may  participate  with  the  commission  in  the  financing,  reconstruction 
or  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  a  bridge  and  ap¬ 
proaches  and  appurtenances  thereto.  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
the  ultimate  desire  and  purpose  of  Congress  to  facilitate  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  bridge  and  proper  approaches  and  appurtenances 
thereto  across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and 
the  town  of  Drury,  Rock  Island  County,  Illinois,  and  to  empower  the 
Muscatine  Bridge  Commission  to  promote  said  object  and  purpose. 
The  powers  given  to  the  commission  shall  be  broadly  construed  so 
that  the  ultimate  desire  and  purpose  of  Congress  may  be  fulfilled, 
which  will  facilitate  interstate  commerce,  facilitate  the  postal  service, 
and  provide  modern  adequate  bridge  facilities  for  the  military  and 
promote  national  defense  and  security. 

Sec.  11.  Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  authorize 
or  permit  the  commission  or  any  member  thereof  to  create  any  obli¬ 
gation  or  incur  any  liability  other  than  such  obligations  and  liabilities 
as  are  dischargeable  solely  from  funds  contemplated  to  be  provided 
by  this  Act.  No  obligation  created  or  liability  incurred  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  be  a  personal  obligation  or  liability  of  any  member  or 
members  of  the  commission,  but  shall  be  chargeable  solely  to  the  funds 
herein  provided,  nor  shill  any  indebtedness  created  pursuant  to  this 
Act  be  in  indebtedness  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  12.  The  design  and  construction  of  any  bridge  which  may  be 
built  pursuant  to  this  Act  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  standard 
specifications  for  highway  bridges  adopted  bj^  the  American  Associa¬ 
tion  of  State  Highway  Officials,  and  the  location  and  design  of  any 
such  bridge  shall  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  highway  departments 
of  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Illinois. 

Sec.  13.  Any  bridge  or  bridges  constructed,  acquired,  or  recon¬ 
structed  under  authority  of  this  Act  shall  be  constructed,  maintained, 
and  operated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  regulate  the  construction  of  bridges  over  navigable 
waters”,  approved  March  23,  1906,  as  amended  or  supplemented.  By 
reason  of  the  commission  hereinbefore  created  being  a  public  body 
the  provisions  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933  and  of  the  Trust  Indenture 
Act  of  1939,  and  any  amendments  to  either  or  both  of  said  Acts,  shall 
not  apply  to  bonds  authorized  to  be  issued  by  this  Act. 

Sec.  14.  The  bridge  or  bridges  purchased  or  constructed  under  the 
authority  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  be  Federal  instrumentalities 
for  interstate  commerce,  the  postal  seivice,  and  military  and  other 
purposes  authorized  by  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  and  said 
bridge  or  bridges  and  the  income  derived  therefrom  shall  be  exempt 
from  all  Federal,  State,  municipal,  and  local  property  and  income 
taxation. 
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Sec.  15.  The  Commission  and  its  successors  and  assigns  are  author¬ 
ized  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  and  approaches  thereto 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the  city  oj  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and 
the  town  oj  Drury,  Illinois,  subject  to  the  provisions  oj  this  Act;  except 
that  the  authority  granted  by  this  section  shall  cease  and.  be  null  and  void 
unless  the  actual  construction  of  such  bridge  is  commenced  within  three 
years  and  completed  within  jive  years  from  the  date  oj  enactment  of  this 
section. 

Sec.  16.  The  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  Act  is  hereby 
expressly  reserved. 
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[Report  No.  973] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


July  28, 1965 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
September  9, 1965 

Reported  with  an  amendment,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 
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AN  ACT 


Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain 
public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa 
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asee  with-  fee  plans  and  subject  to  fee  conditions  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  is  the  respective  reports 
hereinafter  designated-?  Provided,  That  the  provisions  of  see- 
ties  4-  of  fee  River  and  -Harbor  Act  approved  March  fe  1945 
-fBubhe  Raw  Numbered  44;  Seventy  ninth  Congress,  best 
session-)-;  shah  govern  -with  respeet  to  projects  authorized  is 
this  title-;  and  the  proeedares  therein  set  forth  wife  respect 
to  plans;  proposals;  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for 
or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes 
thereto;  shah  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  is  fahs 
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W cymouth-Foro  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor-; 
Massachusetts;  House  Document  Numbered  24-7;  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress;  at  as  estimated  eost  of  $4-2;500A)00; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Island-7  Senate 
Document  -Numbered  94b  Eighty-eighth  Congress;  at  as 
estimated  eost  of  $13;900-,000; 

New  -York  and  New  Jersey  Channcls-Entrancc  to  Eih 
Mas  Enh  from  E-ppcr  New  York  -Bay-?  House  Document 
Numbered  408;  Eighth-ninth  Congress,  at  as  estimated  eost 
of  $2, 581000; 


New  -York  Harbor-,-  New  York  (Anchorage  Areas) 
Senate  Document  Numbered  44;  Eighty  ninth  Congress,  at 
as  estimated  eost  of  $44,852,000; 

Bred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Maryland :  House 
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Hnmbered  225y  Eighty-  ninth  Cengressy  at  an 
east  el  $32-3,00% 

Channel  to  Hcwpert  Hews  and  Serlelk  Barbery  Hamp¬ 
ton  Roads,  Virginian  Sense  Seenment  S-nmbcrod  443T 
Eighty -ninth  Cengressy  at  an  estimated  eest  el  $7-, 095, 00% 
Channel  te  Sewpert  Hows,-  Horfolk  Barber,  and  T-him- 
ble  Sh-eal  Channely  Virginian  Sense  Seenment  Hnmbercd 
4-8%  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest  el  $25— 


i  i  Ai  l  f  AT n  i  n  U  m»n  rl 
_L/ U vTCtTll v,  1 1  b  TVUlllUt'|l  Oil 

ien  el  herns  el  leeal 


Hampton  Creeky  -Virginian 
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Cape  Eear  Emery  Herth  Carolina-:  Sense  Seenment 
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el  $1,54-0,000-; 

j$a-vannah  Barbery  Georgia---  Sense  Seenment  Hnm- 
bered  22%  Eighty-ninth  Congrcssy  at  an  estimated  eest  el 
$7,4-4-2,00% 

daekson-viilc  Barbery  Eleeidan  44ense  Seenment  Hnm- 
bered  24%  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest  el 


Eon co  de  Seen  Inlet,  Florida-:  Sense  Seenment  Hnm- 
bered  7%  Eighty-ninth  Cengressy  at  an  estimated  eest  el 
$4y4Q4y00% 

Broward  Comity  and  Hillsboro  Inlet-,  Florida-:  Sense 
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fe*essy  at  an  esti- 
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mated  eest  el  $-4,093,000 ; 

East  Bass  Channel  from  the  Cub-  el  Mcnieo  into  Ghee- 
tawhatchec  4hryy  Eteridaa  Bouse  Document  Numbered  4947 
Eighty  eighth  Congress;  at  an  estimated  eest  el  $4-, 454,0007 
iArdide  Pass  Channel;  Alabama  ■  Senate  Document 
Numbered  94y  Eighty- eighth  Congress;  at  an  estimated  eest 
el  $625yO0Oy 

■Bayou  Ea  Batrey  Alabama^  Heusc  -Document  Num¬ 
bered  327,  Eighty  eighth  Congress-,-  at  an  estimated  eest 
el  $2-02  yOOOy 

Mermentau  Liver,  Lteuisianaa  Souse  Document  Nam 
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ler  existing  lew 


water  levels  in  hake  Huron;  an  additional  -increment  el  ene 
feet  hr  ehaanel  depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

Erarrhlert  Barbery  Michigan :  Senate  Doeumcnt  Nunt- 
hered  40y  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest  el 
&.QQ7  pan  • 

-Lexington  Barbery  Michigan-?  Bease  Deemncnt  Num¬ 
bered  304y  Eighty-eighth  Cengressy  at  an  estimated  eest 
e!$503y000y 
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Saginaw  -Rivet 
-244>7  Eighty-ninth 
$437,000 ; 

Cedar  River  Sarbery  Michigan :  Renee  Document  Num¬ 
bered  — 7  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  east  ef 

$664,-OOC>7 

Reety  River  Sarbery  Chios  Souse  Document  Num¬ 
bered  3&2j  Eigldy-eighth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  east  el 
$23 5, 000 7 
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-Bodega  Bayy  California-?  House  Document 
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-Port  Ban  Eossy  Ban  Euis  Obisyo  Harbor-, 

House  Document  Eumbered  44-8-,- 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6y360y() QQ-y 

Oceanside  Harbor?  California :  House  Document  Eum 
bored  76y  Eighty  ninth  Congress-, ■  maintenance ; 

Bert  Orfordy  Oregon-?  Senate  Document  E-umber cd  62y 
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Cbetco  B  ivory 
247  Eighty-ninth 
$1,308,000-7 

Erhamoek  Bay  and  Bury  Oregon-?  Senate 
Eumbered  — -,  Eighty-ninth  Congress-,  at  an  estimated  eost 

John  Day  Eeeh  and  Dang  Oregon  and  Washington: 
Senate  Document  Eumbered  2Sy  Eighty  ninth  Congress,  at 

Edmonds  Harbery  Washington-?  House  Document  E-um- 
bered  44E?  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  maintenance ; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Isfandsy  harbors  for  fight  draft 
vesseby  Hawaii-?  House  Document  Eumbered  Jody  Eighty 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $4,-7  37-,000-y 

Honokahau  Harbory  Hawaii-?  House  Document  Hutu- 
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bcred  OSy  Eighty-ninth  Congress^  at  an  estimated  eost  el 


Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Harbor^-  Oahu7 
Hawaii :  House  Doeument  Numbered  937  Eighty  ninth  Con- 
gress7  at  an  estimated  eest  ol  $9,928,000; 

-Kawaihao  Harbor,  Hawaii-:-  House  Doeument  Numbered 
7%  Eighty-ninth  Congrcss7  at  an  estimated  eest  ol 
$27294-,003; 

BEAOH  EltOBtON 

GUO  WalkT  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document 
Numbered  2-28,-  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest 
ol  $840 JKX)-; 

Perth  Amboy,-  New  Jcrsey-f  House  Doeument  Num¬ 
bered  186-,-  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest  ol 


Atlantic  Cityj  New  Jersey-:  House  Document  Numbered 
82b-,  Eighty  eighth  Congress,  periodic  nourishment-; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina^  House  Doeu¬ 
ment  Numbered  32th  -Eighty^cighth  Confess,-  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  eost  ol  $319,000 ; 

Port  Bierec,  Eloridau  -House  Doeument  Numbered  84-j 
Eighty  ninth  Congress,-  at  an  estimated  eost  ol  $2-20,000 ; 

Ewmstcnr  Illinois-?  House  Document  Numbered  409-7 
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-Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii-?  Haase  Document 
494j  Eighty-ninth  Congress;  at  an  estimated  oast  el 
$2,190,000? 

S-EOr  492t  -That  the  Secretary  el  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorised  te  reimharse  leeal  interests  ler  saeh  work  dene  hy 
them  ea  the  beaeh  erosion  projects  authorized  ia  seetiea 
404,  er  ia  ether  seetieas  el  this  Act;  subsequent  te  the  initia¬ 
tion  el  the  studies  which  term  the  basis  ler  the  projects : 
■Provided-,  That  the  precisians  el  seetiea  403  el  the  Elver 
and  Harber  Act  el  October  23y  4-902  (I-abhe  haw  8-74, 
Eighty  seventh  Congress^  shah  govern  with  respect  te  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  in  this  Acts  Provided  further?  That  the  work 
which  may  have  been  dene  ea  these  projects  is  approved  hy 
the  Chief  el  Engineers  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  proj¬ 
ects  herein  adepteda  And  provided  further?  That  such  reim- 
shah  be  subject  te  appropriations  applicable 
er  funds  available  therefor  and  shah  net  take  prece¬ 
dence  ever  ether  projects  el  higher  priority  ler  n 
meats? 
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4444  el  the  River  and  Harbor  Aet  el  1062  -{TO  Staff  4470? 
44-80)-,  is  hereby  farther  amended  t-e  reads  as  fallows^ 

8b€t  404t  -(a)-  That  there  is  hereby  aether  bed  a 
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the  extent  el  00  per  eeetem  el  the  eest  el  seeh  operations : 
Provided  further-,  That  costs  far  research  aed  planning  un¬ 
dertaken  pursuant  te  the  authorities  el  this  seethe:  may  he 
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necessary  1©  carry  out  Ore  provisions  of  Ons  section ; 
Provided,  That  any  sued  funds  employed  for  control  opera- 
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priority  basrsy  based  upon  Ore  urgency  and  need  of  each  array 
and  Ore  availability  of  local  funded 

SfiOr  lOdv  That  Ore  eonsent  of  Congress  rs  hereby 
granted  for  Ore  purposes  of  section  0  of  Ore  Act  of  March 
3y  4-890  -(00  IbS.C-:  -1-04-)  y  to  Ore  State  of  Pennsylvania, 
to  construct  a  dam  on  Ore  Susquehanna  River;  downstream 
from  Ore  Ba  inbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Smrburyj  Pennsylvania. 

Seo-.-  105.  The  Secretary  of  Ore  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  eause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  locations  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section 
440  of  Ore  River  and  Berber  Act  of  4-9 50s 
Jonesport  Barbory  Mabror 
Blue  Bill  Barbeiy  Maims 

Croat  and  Bittle  Bays  and  their  tributaries-,-  Mew  Samp- 
shire,  and  adjoining  tributaries  of  the  Piscat-aqua  -POve-ry  Mow 
■Bamp  shire  and  Mahay  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  providing  improvements  hr  the  interest  of  navi¬ 
gation  and  allied  purposes.- 

Mia  gars  Rivery  Mew  Mark,  with  respect  to  nature  and 
extent  of  measures  necessary  te  preserve  and  enhance  the 


seenie  bcautv  of  Ore 


Bakes  and  Sahrt 


a  investigation 
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and  study  el  means  el  extending  the  navigation  sea  sen  en 
the  waterways  at  an  estimated  east  net  te  exeeed  fTAyOOte 
Report  te  mehrde  a  lad  and  complete  investigation  and 


study  el  waterway  dcieing 
any  previons  pertinent  « 
Army,  any  avadahle  h 


tSy  ineluding  a  review  el 
by  tee  department  el  tin) 
from  anv  el  tee  eteer 


departments  el  tee  Government,  and  waterway  deieing 
methods  in  nse  by  private  eencerns  and  lereign 
ler  the  purpose  el  determining  tee  peaetieudditva 
and  cconomie  justification  ler  extending  tee  navigation  sea¬ 
son  en  the  Great  -Lakes  -(-including  connecting  ekanneis 

c\  v>  rl  3l  O  v»l  >  AVQ A  O  Y\  rl  4 >  l  tv  f  X  jil  XWOTl  pp  ftpO  tt  1  vti  pi  i  ttv\  i 

Ulitt  tin  r  utJrtTy  ttiill  t lit'  ortxxitJ  JlJU“  1 v. ucr?  LdvU  w  it  y  t  ry  tArrxrti 

k-i  fiiv  rp  i  /«/v  pen  rl  1 1  ;An  o  1a  I  1  >  r\  py  |  nnt  v>  P y  y  l  X  1  P  rP ]  ^  p  1  p£ 

11  cl  tlllg  lyt‘  trUlltlL tlvJllb  tTt/  lllu  La Itnt  JlWoolL/lU.  1  V_.  llld  TXT 

M  i  \  rp  i  -iv  r\  (\  t>»l  i  a  y  j  Cl  1  ]  im 1  t  y  1 1  pi  1  1 11  f  (  >1*1  TT1  VOUAvl  y  O  Cl  7~n  O  X  t  1  \p  cl  P  <  1  j 

-1  li  1 1  ^  i  11 L 11  o  llicl  \  o LI  IJ 1  111  t  o l  IL11  TiTtT  1  1111  rL  jJUi  lo  ll u  J  1 1  <  t  y  !lv  ttv  vTtlvtl 

advisable-^  and  shad  submit  his  hnal  reports,-  together  with  his 
recommendations  ler  sueh  legislation  and  administrative  ac¬ 


tions  as  he  may  deem 
after  lands  are  made 


y  net  later  than  two  years 
ler  the  study. 


Se€t  bOtb  Title  I  el  this  Act  may  he  eited  as  the  ARiver 
and  darker  Act  el  1965”. 

TLTLE  II— FLQOd  GOA-TRQL 
SbOt  2GL  Section  d  el  the  Act  approved  June  227 
40dd  -fPahhe  Law  Aumbcred  JdSy  Seventy  fonrth  Gen- 
gressj-y  as  amended  by  section  2-  el  the  Act  approved  June 
L9d8  (Fubiie  Law  Anmhered  J64y  Seventy-fifth  Gen- 
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gross)-,-  shall  apply  to  ah  works  authorized  hr  this  title 
exeept  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  projeety  pro  vis-leas  -(afy  -(hH  -(e)-  ef  seetion  3 
of  said  Aet  of  Juno  23y  403hy  shah  apply  thereto,  aah 
exeept  as  otherwise  provided  hy  fawn  -Prmmledj  hhat  the 
aothorl-zat’oa  for  any  hood  control  projeet  hereia  adopted 
requiring  loeal  cooperation  shah  expire  hve  years  from  the 
date  on  which  loeal  interests  are  notified  in  writing  hy  the 
■Department  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  loeal  eo- 
operatienj  unless  said  interests  shah  within  said  time  famish 
assurances  satfsfaetory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Arm}1  that 
the  required  cooperation  whl  he  fumishedr 

S-B6r  2-Gfh  hhe  provisions  of  seetion  fi  of  the  Aet  of 
hhy  4344  -{hub  he  haw  Numbered  534y  fhventy- 
rgressy  seeond  session) ,-  shah  govern  with 


eighth  fh 

to  projects  authorized  in  this  Aety  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respeet  to  plansy  proposalsy  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  hood  eontrol  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shah  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  ftdh 

SeOt  -20A  hhe  -following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  eontrol  of  destraetivc  hood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author 
ized  to  he  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
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hr  accordance  with  Ike  plane  in  lie  respective  reports  here  ■ 
fnaftcr  designated  and  subject  In  lire  conditions  set  I'ortk 
tkerenH  Previthdj  That  Ike  necessary  plansy  speeifieationsy 
and  preliminary  work  may  ke  prose  on  ted  on  any  project 
authorized  m  this  idle  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
tofore  or  hereafter  made  for  hood  control  so  as  to  ke  ready 

|ai»  vc mi  rl  l  ti  nil  rn l  v a  hr>v>  n  A~n  c* f vn/^fi  ah  tiva cy  v o  -yn  • 

Ivy  I  1 UUIU  rntl  Lt  tlrallUll  v/x  Tt  v  UlJoll  ttv,  llUll  UI  ru  J  l  • 

further,  kkat  Ike  projects  authorized  herein  shah  ke 
as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  navy  ke 
consistent  -w-ith  budgetary  requirements :  And  provided  fnr- 
therj  That  penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to 
possible  future  use  in  tire  developmerct  of  hydroelectric  power 
shall  ke  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  eon- 

ky  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  tire  recommendation  of  the 
Ghief  of  Engineers  and  the  Ecdcral  Dower  Gommissiom 

aoHtf  at  van  owvnv 

kke  Dickey- Lincoln  School  projeety  Saint  Jolrn  It  i  very 
IMuiney  is  hereky  authorized  as  approved  ky  the  President 
on  July  4hy  406%  and  sukstantiahy  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  included  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Oorps  of  Engineers  dated  August  4064y  which  is  a 
supplement  to  the  July  406-3  report  of  the  International 
Dassamaquoddy  tidal  power  project  and  upper  Saint  John 
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River 


h  o  G  n  T~>  C'  4  1 r>  1  o  t  /I  Q  AD  f 
LTJ  cl  li  clU  v  O  v  111  A II  l/V  vl  V  U  v 


el  $277,000700& 

-IIOU  B  ATONIC  MVLft  ©ALIN 

The  prejeet  for  deed  protection  en  the  Still  River  at 
Banbaryy  Conneetieati  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
by  tire  Chief  el  Engineers  is  House  Doeument 
3TR  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
el  ^tSOO^OQt 

The  project  ler  deed  protection  en  the  Housatonie  and 
Eaugatneh  Rivers  at  Derby,  Genneetienti  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  el  -Engi¬ 
neers  hr  House  Document  Numbered  -324.  Eightv-eighth 
Congress-,  at  an  estimated  eest  el 

NEW  ENG  LAND -ATLANTIC  COASTAL  ALEA 


The  project  ler 
Westerly,-  Rhode  Island-,  is 
in  aeeerdaaee  with  the 


protection  at 
substantially 
el  the  Ghiel  el 


Engineers  in  Bense  Document  Numbered  8tij  Eighty  -ninth 
Congress-, ■  at  an  estimated  eest  el  $-372  87tQOO. 


LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AKEA 


The  prefect  ler  hurrieanedlood  protection  at  Stratford-? 
Connccticut7  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  aeeord  - 


anee  with  the 


el  the  Chief  el  Engineers 


in  House  Document  Numbered  HOT?  Eighty -eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  eest  ef  $473407000. 
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NEW  YORK  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 


Eke 


and  beach 


eontrel  at  East  Boc-kaway  Met  to  Bocfeawny  Inlet 
and  Jamaica  Bay?  fc  Yorky  is  hereby  authorized  sabstan- 
tiahy  m  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  m  House  Document  Ka-mbercd  2 4-5,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $42,6207000. 

r\  yi>v> \ Apf  foy  1  i  vri r«QTio  - ~PI  a r> rl  aiBAiAAb  rni  o nrl  o a aL 
X  llvj  J7±t7  |X7t7t7  iUi  xi  ctl  1  ib  cl ill  nuuu  IJI  ull  Aybiuii  ttxltt  utAturr 

erosion  control  at  Staten  IsLandy  Eort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur 
Killy  Kew  -York,-  is  hereby  authorized  sabstantlaily  in  aceerd- 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Ghief  of 


Hoase  Docament  Kumbcrcd  4r8Ey  Eighty-ninth  Gongressy  at 
an  estimated  eost  of  $6,240,000. 

ELIZABETH  RIYER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 
Eke  prefect  for  kurrieane-fleed  protection  on  the  Eliza¬ 
beth  B  ivory  Kew  Jersey,-  is  hereby  aathorized  substantially 
in  accordanee  with  the  reeommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Hoase  Document  Karnb creel - -Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 

gress,-  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $0y-7-6-9-,0007 

RAHWAY  RIYER-  BA-SENy  NEW  JERSEY 
Eke  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Bah  way  Biv-cr,- 
Kew  J ersey,  is  hereby  aathorized  substantially-  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 


Hoase 


Numbered  Ohy 


i  ' /YuAnn  Q  f 
V  Ull^  l  vOOj  ttT 


an  estimated  eost  of  $1,51-4, 000.- 
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NEUSE  BWEfl  BASIN 

Ehe  project  for  the  Eads  14am  and  Reservoir?  Nouse 
River,-  North  Carolina?  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  -Numbered  -1-75,  -Eighty-ninth 
57  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $-f8?600?000.- 


and  -vicinity,-  North  Carolina?  is 
tially  m  accordance  with  the 
of  Engineers  m  -House  Document 


substan- 
ef  the  Chief 
48-3?  Eighty  • 


ninth  Congress,  at  an 


eost  of  $48r40QTQ0& 


MIDDLE  ALLANT-IO  COASTAL  AREA 
Ehe  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  heach 
erosion  control  at  Ocraeoke  Island?  North  Carolina,-  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  -House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  -109,  Eighty-ninth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  eost  of 


FLINT  BLVBB  -BASIN 

Ehe  project  for  the  Eazer  Creek  Reservoir;  Ebnt  River,- 
Ceorgia?  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  £87?  Eighty-seventh  Congress?  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $40,-378,0007 
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Eke  project  for  Ike  Lower  Aaohampk-cc  Eeservoiry  Flint 
Eivery  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially,  hr  accord 
anee  with  Ike  reeomn ten d  aliens  el  Ike  Okie!  el  Engineers  in 
Sense  Document  Humkered  OOfo  Eg 
at  an  estimated  east  el 


CENTRAL  ANA>  S< 


BASIN 


Elan 


Eke  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
pnrposes  in  central  and  southern  -Florida  approved  in  the 
Aet  el  June  OOy  4048y  and  subsequent  Acts  el  Congress,  is 
hereby  modified  te  include  the  following  items-  Prm'idedj 
Ekat  said  projects  shall  he  prosecuted  within  the  monetary 
authorization  made  available  for  the  comprehensive  plan? 

Eke  project  lor  flood  protection  in  Hendry  County,-  west 
el  levees  A  2y  and  fly  Eieriday  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Ckiel  el  Engineers  in  House 
©oeument  Humber cd  4-02y  Eighty  eighth  Congress-,-  at  an 
estimated-  east  el  ^dyflfiflyOOA- 

Eire  project  for  flood  protection  in  Southwest  Hade 
County,  -Floriday  is  hereby  -authorized  substantially  hr  accord- 
anee  with  the  recommendations  el  the  Chic!  ol  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Hu  inhered  20y  Eighty  ninth  Congress, - 
at  an  estimated  east  ol  $1,903,0007 
S.  2300 - 2 
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SOUTH  ATLANTIC  OOASTAL  AREA 
4he  project  for  hurricane- flood  protection  on 
Bay3  Florida;  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord 
anoe  with  tko  recommendations  ot  the  Chief  of 
in  House  Document  Numbered  344k  Eighty-ninth 
at  an  estimated  eest  of  $l-,954-,-000;- 

PHILLIFB-I  CHEEK  BASIN,  FLORIDA 
Fhe  project  for  flood  control  on  Bhillippi  Creek,  -Florida-; 


a|  f  p  (~|}i  io|  a| 
tTr  X 1 1  v‘  VyllltTr  v7T 


in  House 


Document  Numbered  453;  Eighty-ninth  Congress;  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,592;000: 

LOUVER  HISSISSEPI-U  RTAEB  BASIN 

Elan 


Fhe  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Aet  of  May  45; 
4928  -(45  Statr  534)-,  as  amended  and  modified;  is  hereby 
further  modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  projects  and 
plans  substantially-  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  m  House  Documents  A-u  inhered  308  and  340;  Eighty 


eighth 


ress;  at  a  eest  not  to  exceed  $484;109;100,-  and 


the  authorization  for  the  lower 


River 


is 


hereby  increased  accordingly-:  Provided,  -T-hat  this 
tien  shall  not  be  made  available  for  the  prosecution  of  any 
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projects  except  these  set  forth  in  House  Documents  Num¬ 
bered  808  and  840;  Eighty-eighth  Congress :  Provided 
further  4-hat  any  modified  easements  required  in  the  im¬ 
provement  of  the  Birds  Point  New  Madrid;  Missouri,  deed- 
way  shah  he  aeqnired  as  provided  hy  section  4  of  the  Aet 
of  May  4hy  192 8-?  And  provided  further,  dbat  the  pumping 
plant  in  the  Bed  Biver  Back-water  area  shah  he  operated  and 
maintained  hy  the  Corps  of  Engineers? 

General  Projeets 


4sle  and  Vicinity,-  Louisiana,  is 
tiahy  in  accordance  with  the 
of  Engineers,  in  Mouse  Document 


1  I  i  t  V  I  rf  ‘  wl 
itlllllUl  1  Zi v.  v.1 

of  the  Chief 
484;  Eighty- 


ninth  Congress;  at  an  estimated  eest  of  $5,500,000. 

dbe  project  for  hurricane-dood  protection  at  Morgan 
City  and  Vicinity,-  Louisiana;  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  -Document  Numbered  407;  Eighty-ninth 
Congress^  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,049;000? 

dbe  project  for  hurrieane-deed  protection  on  Lake 
Pontchartrain,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  884;  Eighty-ninth 
Congress;  at  an  estimated  eest  of  $56,922,000? 
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OUAGIIITA  BASIN1 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ouachita  Brier 
at  Monroe?  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially-  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi- 
ncersy  in  House  -Document  Numbered  338y  Eighty  eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $520,000? 

BEB  BIAEB  BASIN1 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  -Bayou  Bo  dean  and 
Tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Louisiana,-  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  hr  House  Document  Numbered  203? 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Eeservoicy  Louisiana, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  hr  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Eumborcd  39y  Eighty  ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
eost  of  $1,93-1, 000. 

GULF  OP  MEXICO 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buffalo  Bayou 
and  Tributaries,  White  Oak  Bayou,-  Texas?  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  m  House  Document  Numbered  139y 
Eighty- ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  of  $1,800,000? 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Highland  Bayou, 
-Tcxasy  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
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Hie  recommendations  ef  Ike  Chief  ef  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  -168,  Eighty-ninth  Congrcss7  at  an 
estimated  eest  ef  $6,500-, 600.- 

The  project  for  fined  protection  en  Taylors  -Bayou,  Texas7 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  ree- 
ounrenda  tiers  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engineers  in  -House  Document 
Numbered  -30%  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest 

mo  GBAtfDE  BABiff 

The  project  for  deed  protection  en  the  Bio  Orande  at 
El  Ease7  Texas7  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord 
anee  with  the  recommendations  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engineers 
in  House  Document  -Numbered  207- ,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, - 

ABKAXSAS  BtAE R  BABitf 


Comprchcnsiyc  Elan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  ef  Arkansas 
Elver  and  tributaries,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Ant  ef  July  2-R  4-944C  as  amended,-  is  hereby  modified  tet 
authorize  the  Secretary  ef  the  Army  aeting  through  the  Chief 
ef  Engineers,  te  provide  replacement  outfall  facilities  fer  the 
-Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  ef  Eire  Bluff,-  Arkan- 
sa%  including  such  new  pumping  facilities  as  may  he  neees  ■ 
sary7  at  the  most  economical  -Federal  expense,  hut  including 
in  the  Federal  expense  the  reasonable  capitalized  eest  ef 


22 


1  operation  and  maintenance  el  the  pumping  facilities  ever  tire 

2  east  af  pumping  new  required  In  the  existing  system. 

2  General  Projects 

4  Ehe  project  ler  hood  protection  en  tire  Arkansas  River 

5  at  Ras  Animasy  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 

6  in  accordance  with  the  reeemmendatiens  el  the  Chief  el 

7  Engineers  in  Sense  Secernent  Aumbered  1-65,  Eighty-ninth 

8  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest  el  $1,511-, 000. 

9  She  project  for  heed  preteetien  en  the  Arkansas  River 

10  at  Croat  Ready  Eansasy  is  hereby  authorized  substantially- 

11  hr  accordance  with  the  recommendations  el  the  Chief  el 
1? 

13 

14  dbe  project  for  establishment  el  a  national  wildlife  refuge 

15  at  the  John  Redmond  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Crand  (Acoshoj- 

16  Riven  Kansasy  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  aecord- 

17  anee  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

18  Senate  Document  Aumbered  A7y  Eighty  ninth  Congressy  at 

19  an  estimated  east  of  $730y000. 

20  Eke  project  for  hood  protection  on  the  Walnut  Rivcry 

21  Kansas-;  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 

22  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 

24  estimated  east  of  $66-, 1)36,000. 

25  Eke  project  for  the  Sbidler  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
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Creek,-  Oklahoma^  is  hereby  authorised  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  tbe  fopommon datians  of  the  Gbiei  el  -Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Raoument  Numbered  34%  Eighty  ninth  Con  ■ 
gross,  a+  an  estimated  east  at  $thl50,000r 

1YT  TP_POTTT?T  imlm v 

ItI  J  O io U  U  4 11  1 11  V  JVli  It  j.  \  C51IN 

Ebe  project  far  bead  protection  an  Eig  Creek  at  Hays? 

tbe  reeammondat  i ai ts  al  tbe  Cbiel  al  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  3%  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  east  al  $2,702,000.- 

Ehe  project  tar  dead  nrateetinn  an  tbe  Little  Eemaha 


River  and  Tributaries?  E-ebraska?  is  hereby  authorised  sub- 


Cbief  al  Engineers  in  Douse  Document  Numbered  46% 
Eightyminth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  east  al  $4,52-4,0007 
Eke  project  tar  flood  prateetion  an  tbe  Eig  Siatm  Elver 
and  tributaries  7  I  aw  a  and  South  Dakota?  is  hereby  author- 

in  Eanse  Document  Enmbercd  40%  Eigbty-eigbtb  Congress? 
at  an  estimated  east  ai  $6r40tMM)4"  Pmmdedj  That  sneb 
portion  al  tbe  preset  as  relates  ta  tbe  area  above  tbe  eity 
limits  al  Siouv  Citya  Iowa?  be  eompatllflc  with  a  flsb  and 
wddble  mitigatian  plan  and  alse  a  flaad  contra!  plan  tar 
tbe  upper  basin  al  tbe  Eig  Sioux  River?  batb  ta  be  approved 
by  tbe  States  al  -Iowa  and  South  Dakata-r 
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Lire  prejeet  for  protection  on  the  Chari-ten  and 

■Little  Chariton  Livers  and  tributaries  Iowa  and  Missouri:,- 
is  hereby  authorized:  substantially  in  accordaneo  with  the 
recommendations  el  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  -Army  hr  -House  Document  Numbered  238?  Eigh-ty- 
ninth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  east  of  $9,167?000.- 

Lhe  projeet  for  hood  protection  on  the  Grand  Liver  and 
tributaries?  -Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  hr  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  -Engineers  hr  House  Document  Lumbered  244?  -Eighty- 
ninth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2-7-8, 635, 000? 


OHIO 


BASIH 


4be  project  for  flood  protection  on  Ohartiers  Creek,- 
Pennsylvania?  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Lumbered  302?  Eighty-eighth  Congress? 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $42,207-, 000. 

Lire  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy  Lick-  Creek- 
at  Du  Lois?  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
hr  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  hr  House  Document  Lumbered  485?  Eighty  ninth 
Congress?  at  an  estimated  east  of  $4,054,000. 

Lire  projeet  for  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek,  and  Patoka 
Dams  and  Leservoirs,  -Wabash  Liver,  Indiana  and  Illinois? 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 


1 

2 

o 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


25 


in  House  Deeu- 
%  ftt  as  esti- 


ef  the  Chief  ef 
ment  Numbered  202? 
mated  east  ef  $-72,-900,000. 

The  project  fee  the  Lafayette  and  Rig  ■Pine  Lams  and 
Reservoirs,'  Wabash  Rivery  Indiana?  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  m  aeeerdance  with  the  recommendations  ef 
the  Chief  ef  Engineers  m  Senate  Document  Numbered  29? 
-Eighty-ninth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  eest  ef  $44t800>000t 

The  project  fee  the  Devils  Jumps  -Reservoir?  Dig  South 
■Fork  ef  the  Cumberland  River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee?  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engineers  in  House  Document 
•Numbered  1-75?  Eighty  seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
eest  ef  $4-5-l-7000?000. 

The  project  for  the  Rewlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir? 
Cheat  River,  -West  Virginia,-  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  ef  the  Chief 
ef  -Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  243?  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest  ef  $13375487000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  power  features  ef  this  project  shall  net  be 
undertaken  until  such  time  as  the  F cdcral  Power  Commission 


has  completed  action  on  any  applications  that  may  be  pend¬ 
ing  before  that  agency  for  private  development  ef  the 
pumped-storago  facility  ef  the  projeet : 
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■That  should  the 


Power  Commission  act  in  the  affirm¬ 


ative  on  any  pending  applications?  the  authority  for  such 
project  shall  oof  include  E-ederal  power  features  ami  the 


eost  of  such 
provided  furthe-rj  That  io  the 
mission  dismisses  any 
tioo  of  sneh 
authorized  and  approved-7 
The  project  for  the 

substantially  in- 


shah  he  $88,4  02,009s  And 
ont  the  -Ecderal  Poorer  Com- 

o_  H  Ofl  AgQ  1  PAl~i  oixu  n 
-1  Uv-lvl  ttT  6  v/llu  1 1  1115 

power  faeihties  is  hereby 


i  Pork  Reservoir?  Upper 
?  is  hereby  authorized 

lyi  fit  P-1o  /->  vAr«Ai~n  iTi  on  rl  n  fi  on  a  a!  tj^  a 
vriTTT  Till  T  T  \  V7 1 1 TJ 1 1 1  1 1  Tie  ITT  U 1 1  o  t/r  Txt«7 


Chief  of  Engineers  in  Souse  Document  Numbered  244? 
Eighty- ninth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  eest  of  fE^hthOPOr 
The  A-atesvillo,  Paintsvillc,  and  Panther  Creek 
voir  projects  and  the  Martin,  -Kentucky,  local 

on  the  Pile  Sandy  River  and  Tme  and  -Levisa  Eorks 


of  Kentucky?  West  -Virginia?  and 


1 _  Q  VA 

17  nit 


au¬ 


thorized  substantially  in  aeeordanee  with  the 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Mouse  Document  Num¬ 
bered  -24-6,-  Eighty  ninth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  eost  of 
$5 1,49 1,009s  P-rorided-  That  prior  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion  the  Department  of  the  Army  will  prepare  an  analysis 
of  benefits  and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects?  including  such 
reformulation  as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Eed- 
eral  W ater  Project  Recreation  AeE 
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B4A-H-R  BASIN- 


The  project  lor  flood  protection  at  East  Saint  4muis  and 
■vicinity,  Ebnois  -(East  Side  le-vcc  and  sanitary  district-)- 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Old  of  ol  Engineers  in  House  Eocumont  Eumbcrcd  329y 
Eighty  eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  ot  $6,180,000. 

The  project  lor  the  -K-askaskia  Elver?  Ehneisy  authorized 
by  the  Elood  Control  Act  ol  4008  -(Enhiie  Eaw  OOOr  Eighty- 
fllth  Congress-)-  in  aeeoidanee  with  the  recommendations  ol 
the  Ohiel  ol  Engineers  in  Honse  Eocument  A umbered  -2-3-2y 
Eighty  fllth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Ohiel  ol  Engineers  in  Idoasc  Docnmcnt 
Numbered  -304,  Eighty  eighth  Congress,-  to  provide  lor  the 
deletion  from  the  items  ol  local  cooperation  the  requirement 
ol  a  eash  contribution  due  to  changed  land  use?  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  increased  Eederal  cost  ol  $41y498y0-06-r  Provided^  That 
local  interests  make  a  cash  contribution  ol  an  amount  equal 
to  the  lull  eost  ol  acquisition  ol  flewege  easements  in  those 
lands  which  are  no  longer  needed  lor  construction,  operation,- 
and  maintenance  ol  Carlyle  Eeservohv 

The  project  lor  the  Wood  Eiver  Eramage  and  Eevne 
Eistriety  Madison  County?  Elineisy  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  ol  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  4b0?  Eighty-eighth  Congress? 
at  an  estimated  eost  ol 
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The  p reject  ter  hood 
Marshall towRy  Iowa,-  is  hereby 
accordance  wit-h  the 


e»  the  Iowa  Merer  at 
substantially  ift 
ef  the  Chief  ef  -Engi¬ 


neers  ift  House  Document  Numbered  4-dOy  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  eest  ef  $2yh7 OyOOCh 

The  prefect  ter  heed  protection  on  the  Cedar  Diver  at 
Waterloo^  loway  is  hereby  authorized  substantiahy  ift  accord- 
aftee  with  the  recommendations  ef  the  Chief  ef  -Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  Thhy  Eighty  ninth  Congressy  at 

HPl->  a  •nyAiord  £r\-t+  tL  a  >i*a  T?  i yny  "A  Tin nt* rvfo  ie  1 1 nvnl 

_L  liv  JJ1  UjvJCtJ  lt/r  111U  /J ttl  1 1  f )  1  v  JLV/1 V  U1  ^  111  1  Ill  1  UlSUltl y  lib  1R.  I  U  U  V 

authorized  substantiahy  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  ef 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  24-6,  Eighty- 
eight  Congress,  at  an  esthnated  eest  ef  807h,OOO.- 

The  project  for  the  Dig  Stone  Bake  and  Whetstone 
Diver,  Minnesota  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantiahy  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 

and  House  Document  ^Numbered  193,  Eighty ■  eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  eest  of  $3y88hy000r 

GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  hood  protection  on  the  Maumee  Diver 
at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Hindlay,  Ohioy  is  hereby  authorized 
substantiahy  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
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Chief  of  -Engineers  in  Sense  Document  Snmbcred  -EiS? 
Eighty  eighth  Congress,-  at  an  estimated  east  ef  $9?3 17,000. 

The  project  for  heed  eantrel  and  navigation  on  tlio 
Chagrin  River,  Ohio?  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  die  recommendations  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  do?  Eighty  ninth 
Congress?  at  an  estimated  east  ef  $272007000. 

The  project  far  heed  protection  an  the  Grand  River  at 
and  in  the  vicing  ef  Crnndvillc?  Michigan?  is  hereby  anther  - 
ized  suhstantiallv  hi  accerdanec  with  the 


ef  the  Chief  ef 

$1,373,0007 


ni  £111 
TJ  tl  t  till 


\J  T11T1  llOViPrl 
±.y  ttnujui  i  u 

east  ef 


LITTBE  eOLOKADQ  BI¥EB-  BASI^F 


The 


far  heed 


en  the  Eittle  Celerade 


Riven  at  and  in  the  vicinity  ef  Winslow-,  Arizona?  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  reeommendar- 
tiens  ef  the  Chief  ef  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Enm- 
bered  dd?  Eighty  eighth  Congress?  at  an  estimated  east  ef 
$2,-7^7000: 


n tt  a  T>TTtT?T7  P  A 
TjrtxriT  111  V  Hilt  XTxtTTTTT 

The  project  far  heed  protection  en  Indian  Rend  Wash? 
Maricopa  County?  Arizona,-  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  ef  the  Chief 
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of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  303,-  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress;  at  an  estimated  east  el  $7,250,000; 

Dhe  project  lee  flood  protection  on  the  Santa  Rosa 
Wash,  Arizona;  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord 
anee  with  the  recommendations  ol  the  Chief  of  -Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  189,-  Eighty-ninth  Congress; 
at  an  estimated  eest  of  $6-, -430, 000. 

Phe  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phocnis,  Arizona; 
and  vieinity;  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  aecordancc 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Doeumcnt  Numbered  246,  Eighty  ninth  Congress;  at 
an  estimated  eest  of  $08,310,000. 


EEt  RIMER  BASIN 

4he  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel  River,-  Cali¬ 
fornia-,-  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  aeeordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Doeumcnt  Numbered  234;  Eighty  ninth  Congress;  at  an 
estimated  eest  of  $13,732,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIMER  BASER 
4he  project  for  the  New  Dullards  Ear  Ham  and  Reser- 
Moir;  Nuba  River;  California,-  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  480;  Eighty 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eest  of  $8-,970,-00Or 
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ABEW 


Ehe  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma  Creek,  Calk 

the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  m  House 
Numbered  224j  Eighty-ninth  Congressy  at  an 

Ehe  project  for  the  Hapa  Elver,-  California,  is  hereby 
substantially  in  aeeordanee  with  the  recommcnda 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  -House  Document  Vum- 
hcred  222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  eost  of 
$14,-950,000. 

WBI¥BWA¥Eft  EEVEft  BASH? 
tThe  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tahquitz  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  223,  Eighty-ninth-  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  eost  of  $0,030, 000.- 

SAN  BiECte  BIVEIt  BAEitf 

Ehe  project  for  flood  protection  on  San  Diego  -River 
-(■Mission  Valley-)-,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
tiahy  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  2440  Eighty 


ninth 


»/VOO  a  t  Q  T"> 

- 1  > 'O  cl t  cell 


eost  of  $11,600,000. 
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fiiVER  BASa* 


¥he  project-  lor  flood  protection  on  Willow  Greek,- 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  aeeo-rdanee  with 
ol  the  Chiel  ol  Engineers  in  House 
Numbered  233,  Eighty  ninth  Congress,-  at  an 
est-int-ftted  cost  ol  IhfidStfiOOtb 

Sb6t  204t  -(a)-  4n  the  prosecution  ol  improvements  ol 
rivers  and  harbors  and  other  waterways  lor  the  benefit  ol 
i7  the  control  ol  destruet-ive  flood  waters,-  hurricane 
*7  beach  erosion  control  and  lor  other  purpose S7 
to  he  prosecuted-  under  the  direction  ol  the  Scere- 


tary  ol  the  Army  under  the  supervision  ol  the  Chiel  ol  Engi¬ 
neers  in  accordance  with  plans  adopted  and  authorized  by  the 
Congressy  it  is  hereby  declared  to  he  the  policy  ol  the  Con 
gressy  that  whenever  such  improvements  are  located  wholly 
or  partially  within  an  area  which  is  eligible  lor  financial  assist 
anee  under  the  -Area  Redevelopment  Act  or  any  subse¬ 
quent  similar  Act  requiring  the  designation  ol  an  area  by 
the  Secretary  ol  Commerce  as  a  condition  ol  sueh  assistance, 
the  Secretary  ol  Commerce  is  authorized  to  purchase  evi¬ 
dences  ol  indebtedness  and  to  make  loans  lor  a  period  not 
exceeding  fifty  years  to  enable  responsible  local  interests  to 
meet  the  requirements  ol  local  cooperation  pertaining  to 
contributions  toward  the  cost  ol  construction  ol  water  re¬ 
source  projects  within  such  areas? 
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authorized  to  fee  appropriated  suefe 
to  carry  oat  tfee  provisions  of  tfeis 


See-;  20A  Tfeat  tfee  flood  control  project  for  tfee  Scioto 
River?  Ofeioy  authorized  in  section  203  of  I  fee  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1962,  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  tfee  eonstruc- 
tion  of  tfee  local  protection  works  at  Chillieethej  Ohio?  at 
snefe  time  as  tfee  reservoirs  on  Alum,-  Milly  Rig  Darby,  and 
Deer  (Greeks  are  ander  eonstmetion :  Previdcd,  That  in  tfee 
event  tfee  Mill  Greek  and  Alum  Greek  -Reservoirs  are  con¬ 
structed  fey  an  agency  otfeer  tfean  tfee  Federal  Govcrnmciife 
said  agency  sfeall  farnisfe  assurances  satisfactory  to  tfee  Sccre- 
tary  of  tfee  Army  tfeat  it  will  provide  flood  control  storage 
in  those  reservoirs  equivalent  to  tfeat  proposed  for  tfee  Federal 
reservoir  projects?  as  authorized  fey  tfee  Flood  Control  Act 
of  4-362?  in  accordance  with  tfee  plan  set  forth  in  Souse 
-Document  -567?  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and  :■  Provided 
further-  That  tfee  Mill  Greek  and  Alum  Greek  Reservoirs 
sfeall  fee  operated  for  flood  control  in  accordance  wfefe  regu¬ 
lations  prescrifeed  fey  tfee  Secretary  of  tfee  Army? 

Sb6t  206t  -(a)-  Tfeat  tfee  Secretary  of  tfee  Army  is  herefey 
authorized  and  directed  to  prepare  under  tfee  direction  of  tfee 
Chief  of  Engineers?  a  comprehensive  plan  for  tfee  develop¬ 
ment  and  efficient  utilization  of  tfee  water  and  related  re- 
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sources  of  fee  region  drained  ky  streams  which 
within  tke  State  el  M-iohigany  into  Ike  Saint  Clair  Hivey 
■Lake  Saint  dairy  tke  Detroit  Hirer  and  Lake  Erie-7  Provided, 
That  seek  plan  may  provide  ler  importation  el  water  from 
points  net  located  within  tke  region  as  defined  at) over 

-(h)-  Said  comprehensive  plan  skak  ke  designed  to  meet 
tke  long  range  needs  el  tke  region  ler  protection  against 
floods,-  wise  nse  el  flood  plain  lands-y  improvement  el  navi  ¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  lor  industrial  and  municipal 
purposesy  outdoor  recreational  facilities,  tke  enhancement 
and  control  el  water  quality,  and  related  purposes-y  all  with 
a  view  to  encouraging  and  supporting  tke  optimum  long- 
range  economic  development  el  tke  region  and 
fee  welfare  of  its  people? 

SeOt  207t  Eke  Secretary  of  fee  Army  is 
med  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,-  including  ekannel  and  major  drainage  improve  ■ 
mentsy  and  floods  aggravated  ky  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects-,-  to  ke  made  under  tke  direction  of  tke  Ckief  of  En- 
gineersy  m  drainage  areas  of  tke  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  wkick  include  tke  following  named  locali¬ 
ties-?  Provided,  -Tkat  after  tke  regular  or  formal  reports  made 
on  any  survey  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental 
or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  ke  made  unless  author 
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ized  ky  law  except  that  Ike  Secretary  el  Ike  Army  may 
cause  a  review  el  any  examination  or  survey  to  ke  make  and 
a  report  tkereon  submitted  to  Gongrcss,  if  seek  review  is 
■required  by  tke  national  kefense  or  ky  ckangek  physical  or 
eeonomie  conditions*  Provided  further ,  -That  tke  Govern¬ 
ment  skak  not  ke  deemed  to  kave  entered  upon  any  project 
for  tke  improvement  of  any  waterway  or  karker  mentioned 
in  tkis  title  until  tke  project  for  tke  proposed  work  skall  kave 
keen  adopted  ky  law* 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  tke  xdortk  Atlantic  region 
draining  northward  in  £few  Vork  toward  tke  Saint  Lawrence 
Liver  below  tke  international  boundary  and  draining  di¬ 
rectly  into  tke  Atlantic  Ocean  above  tke  Virginia-Nnrth 
Carolina  State  line  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for 
developing  tke  water  resources  of  tke  region? 

Adi  streams  flowing  into  tke  sounds  of  Aerth  Carolina 
between  Cape  Lookout  and  tke  Virginia  hne  except  those 
portions  of  tke  kfeuse7  Lamheor  and  Loanokc  Livers  above 
tke  estuarine  reaches? 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  tke  South  Atlantic  region 
draining  directly  into  tke  Atlantic  Ocean  below  tke  Virginia  ■ 
kfortk  Carolina  State  line  and  draining  directly  into  tke  Gulf 
of  Mexieo  east  of  Lake  Pontcbartrain  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  tke  water  resources  of  tke 
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Tke  Erie  Grande  Elver  and  its  tributaries  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  eontrol  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streamy  washes?  lakes  and  their  tribu¬ 
taries?  wkiek  drain  areas  of  Ike  great  kaskr  region  of  Oregon 
Gakfomia?  Aevada?  Etak?  4dako?  and  Wyoming  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes? 

Tke  Golerade  Ewer  and  tributaries  above  Eees  Ferry? 
Arizona?  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  eontrol 
and  other 


Eke  Colorado  Eiver  and  tributaries  below  Eees  F erry? 
Arizona?  with  respect  to  a  frame-work  plan  for  flood  eontrol 
and  ofker 


region 


{\  f  otyAQ  mrj  m  f  1 1  /'■»!  il  O  J! 

V * I  ull  v  c Li  i  1  o  ill  tllvl  I,  clvllTu  1 

drains  directly  into  tke  Eaeifle  Oeean  along  tke  coast 


lines  of  Washington  and  Oregon  wkk 


to  a  framework 


plan  for 


ling  tke  water  resources  of  tke 
of  streams  in  California  wkiek  drain  dk 


into  tke  Eaeifle  Ocean  and  of  streams?  washes?  lakes  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  in  tke  eastern  portion 
of  tke  California  region  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan 

Kaneohe- Kailua  area?  Oahu?  Hawaii? 

208?  Title  44  of  this  Act  mav  be  cited  as  tke  “Flood 

•J 

Control  Act  of  496-5”. 
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TITLE  I— NORTHEASTERN  UNITED  STATES 

WATER  SUPPLY 

Sec.  101.  (a)  Congress  hereby  recognizes  that  assuring 
adequate  supplies  of  water  for  the  great  metropolitan  centers 
of  the  United  States  has  become  a  problem  of  such  magnitude 
that  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  this  country  require  the 
Federal  Government  to  assist  in  the  solution  of  water  supply 
problems.  Therefore,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  prepare  a  plan  to  meet  the  long-range  water  needs  of  the 
Northeastern  United  States.  This  plan  shall  provide  for  the 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  by  the  United 
States  of  (1)  a  system  of  major  reservoirs  to  be  localed 
within  those  river  basins  of  the  Northeastern  United.  States 
which  drain  into  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those  that  drain  into 
the  Atlantic  Ocean  north  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those  that 
drain  into  Lake  Ontario,  and  those  that  drain  into  the  Saint 
Lawrence  River,  (2)  ?najor  conveyance  facilities  by  which 
'water  may  be  exchanged  between  these  river  basins  to  the 
extent  found  desirable  in  the  national  interest,  and  (3)  major 
purification  facilities.  Such  plan  shall  provide  for  appro¬ 
priate  financial  participation  by  the  States,  political  subdivi¬ 
sions  thereof,  and  other  local  interests. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


38 


Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
those  reservoirs,  conveyance  facilities,  and  purification  facil¬ 
ities,  which  are  recommended  in  the  plan  prepared  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  which  are 
specifically  authorized  by  law  enacted  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Each  reservoir  included  in  the  plan  authorized  by 
this  section  shall  be  considered  as  a  component  of  a  compre¬ 
hensive  plan  for  the  optimum  development  of  the  river  basin 
in  which  it  is  situated,  as  well  as  a  component  of  the  plan 
established  in  accordance  with  this  section. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  any  water  resource  development  proj¬ 
ect,  including  single  and  multiple  purpose  projects  involving, 
but  not  limited  to,  navigation,  flood  control,  and  share  pro¬ 
tection,  if  the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  constructing 
such  project  is  less  than  $ 10,000,000 .  No  appropriation 
shall  be  made  to  construct,  operate,  or  maintain  any  such 
project  if  such  project  has  not  been  approved  by  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives,  respectively.  For  the  purpose  of 
securing  consideration  of  such  approval  the  Secretary  shall 
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transmit  to  Congress  a  report  of  such  proposed  project,  in¬ 
cluding  all  relevant  data  and  all  costs. 

(b)  Any  water  resource  development  project  authorized 
to  be  constructed  by  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  same 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  as  it  would  be  if  the  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  first  cost  of  such  project  were  $10,000,000 
or  more. 

Sec.  202.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22, 
1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Con¬ 
gress),  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June 
28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth  Con¬ 
gress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title 
except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectifi¬ 
cation  project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and,  (c)  of  section  3 
of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and 
except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law,  the  authorization  for 
any  flood  control  project  authorized  by  this  Act  requiring 
local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the  date  on 
which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation, 
unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  203.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of 
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December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy- 
eighth  Congress,  second  session),  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as 
if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec .  204.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the 
benefit  of  navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  flood- 
waters  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  author¬ 
ized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  here¬ 
inafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifications,  and  prelimi¬ 
nary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in 
this  title  with  funds  from  appropriations  hereafter  made  for 
flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready  for  rapid  inauguration  of  a 
construction  program.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title 
shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prosecuted  as  vigor¬ 
ously  as  may  be  consistent  with  budgetary  requirements. 
Penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible 
future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall 
be  installed  in  any  dam  authorized  in  this  Act  for  construc¬ 
tion  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved  by  the 
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Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

SAINT  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  Saint  John  River, 
Maine,  is  hereby  authorized  as  approved  by  the  President 
on  July  12,  1965,  and  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  included  in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a 
supplement  to  the  July  1963  report  of  the  International 
Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project  and,  upper  Saint  John 
River  hydroelectric  power  development,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $ 227,000,000 . 

IIOUS A  TONIC  RIVER,  BASIN 

The  projects  for  flood  protection  on  the  Housatonic, 
Naugatuck,  and  Still  Rivers  at  Derby  and,  Danbury,  Con¬ 
necticut,  are  hereby  authorized,  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document,  Num¬ 
bered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 5,100,000 . 

NEW  ENGLAND-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at 
Westerly,  Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  85,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 3,287,000 . 
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LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Stratford, 
Connecticut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,340,000. 

HUDSON  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Yonkers,  Saw  Mill 
River,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  258,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 1,924,000 . 

NEW  YORK- ALLAN  TIG  COASTAL  AREA 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  East  Rockaway  Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet 
and  Jamaica  Bay,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  215,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Staten  Island,  Fort  W adsworth  to  Arthur 
Kill,  New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


43 


House  Document  Numbered  181,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $6,230,000. 

ELIZABETH  FIVER  BA  SIN,  NEW  JERSEY 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Eliza¬ 
beth  Diver,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  249,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,769,000. 

RAHWAY  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rahway  River, 
New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  67,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,514,000. 

NEUSE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Neuse 
River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  175,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  New  Bern 
and  Vicinity,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substan- 
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tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  183,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 10,400,000 . 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  at  Ocracoke  Island,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  109,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 1,636,000 . 

FLINT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir,  Flint  River, 
Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized,  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $ 40,378,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee  Reservoir,  Flint 
River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 48,275,000 . 
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CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  BASIN 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other 
purposes  in  central  and,  southern  Florida  approved  in  the 
Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and  subsequent  Acts  of  Conqress,  is 
hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry  County,  west 
of  levees  1,  2,  and  3,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,986,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Southwest  Dade 
County,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $ 4,903,000 . 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Biscayne 
Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
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in  House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty-nintli  Congress 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 1,954,000 . 

PHILLIPPI  CREEK  BASIN,  FLORIDA 
The  project  for  flood  control  on  Phillippi  Creek,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the 
lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15, 
1928  (45  Stat.  534),  as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby 
further  modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  projects  and 
plans  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $181,109 ,000 ,  and 
the  authorization  for  the  lower  Mississippi  River  project  is 
hereby  increased  accordingly,  except  that  (1)  any  modified 
easements  required  in  the  improvement  of  the  Birds  Point- 
New  Madrid,  Missouri,  Floodway  shall  be  acquired  as  pro¬ 
vided  by  section  4  of  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  (2)  the  pump¬ 
ing  plant  in  the  Red  River  backwater  area  shall  be  operated 
and  maintained  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  (3)  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  improvements  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and  (4)  the 
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requirement  of  local  cooperation  for  the  improvements  in  the 
St.  Francis  Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  shall  he  the  same 
as  is  required  by  paragraph  (q)  under  the  heading  “lower 
MISSISSIPPI  river”  in  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
df  1946. 

The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River,  Missouri  and 
Arkansas,  within  Drainage  District  No.  7,  Poinsett  County, 
Arkansas,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  57,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,372,000. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Grand 
Isle  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  184,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,500,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Morgan 
City  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  167,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $ 3,049,000 . 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Lake 
Pontchar train,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
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Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  231,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  except  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  that  document  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  the  Seabrook  Lock  feature  of  the  project.  The  estimated 
cost  is  $ 56,235,000 . 

OUACHITA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood,  protection  on  the  Ouachita  River 
at  Monroe,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  House  Document  Numbered  328,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress ,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $520,000. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  proviso  in  the  paragraph  under  the  center  heading 
“red  river  basin ”  in  the  Act  of  December  30,  1963  (77 
Stat.  840,  Public  Law  88-253)  relating  to  the  Waurika 
project,  Oklahoma,  is  amended,  to  read  as  follows:  “Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  acquire  lands  and  inter¬ 
ests  therein  required  for  the  establishment  of  a  national  wild¬ 
life  refuge  at  the  reservoir  as  described  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  33,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $ 418,000 ,  whenever  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  approves 
the  establishment  of  such  a  refuge.”. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou  Bodca.u  and, 
tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized. 
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substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  203, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Louisiana, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  o} 
$ 1,934,000 . 

The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier  Creeks, 
Texas,  as  authorized  in  the  Act  of  October  23,  1962  (76 
Stat.  1187),  is  hereby  modified,  in  ord,er  to  provide  for  a 
highway  crossing  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  to  replace  the  present 
FM  Highway  1499  across  Sanders  Creek ,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $310,000.  Such  crossing  shall  be  constructed  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  such  plans 
as  may  be  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buffalo  Bayou 
and  tributaries,  White  Oak  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  169, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 

S.  2'300 - 4 
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The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Highland  Bayou, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $ 3,500,000 . 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors  Bayou, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$5,004,000. 

RIO  GRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rio  Grande  at 
El  Paso,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  207,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,493,000. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  of  Arkansas 
River  and,  tributaries,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  July  24,  1946,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  to  provide  replacement  outfall  facilities  for  the 
Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff,  Arkan- 
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sets,  including  such  new  pumping  facilities  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary,  at  the  most  economical  Federal  expense,  but  including 
in  the  Federal  expense  the  reasonable  capitalized  cost  of 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  pumping  facilities  over  the 
cost  of  pumping  now  required  in  the  existing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River 
at  Las  Animas,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  165,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,541,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lee  Creek,  Arkansas 
and  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  270,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $10,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Little  Rock,  Arkansas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  55,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $363,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River 
at  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
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Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  182,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 4,030,000 . 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge 
at  the  John  Redmond  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Grand  (Neosho) 
River,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance.  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Walnut  River, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $ 66,036,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt 
Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  242,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,150,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crutcho  Creek, 
Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  47,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,801,000. 

The  project  for  Trinidad  Dam  on  Purgatoire  River, 
Colorado,  House  Document  Numbered  325,  Eighty-fourth 
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Congress ,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 
(72  Slat.  297)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that  in  lieu 
of  the  local  cooperation  recommended  in  paragraph  2(a) 
of  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  July  22,  1954, 
published,  in  said,  document,  local  interests  shall  maintain 
the  channel  of  Purgatoire  River  through  the  city  of  Trini¬ 
dad.  The  conditions  set  forth  in  paragraphs  2(b)  and  2(c) 
of  said  report  shall  be  applicable  to  the  project. 

The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  (formerly  known 
as  Caddoa  Reservoir ) ,  Arkansas  River,  Colorado,  as  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Act  of  June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570),  is 
modified  to  authorize  and  direct  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  use  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  acre-feet  of  reservoir  flood 
control  storage  space  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and 
maintaining  a  permanent  pool  for  fish  and  wildlife  and 
recreational  purposes,  at  such  times  as  storage  space  may 
not  be  available  for  such  permanent  pool  within  the  conser¬ 
vation  pool  as  defined  in  article  III  E,  Arkansas  River 
compact  ( 63  Stat.  145 )  except  that — 

(1)  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  purchase  and  make 
available  any  water  rights  necessary  under  State  law  to 
establish  and  thereafter  maintain  the  permanent  pool. 

(2)  The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado  and  Kan¬ 
sas  to  those  waters  available  to  them  under  the  terms  of 
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the  Arkansas  River  compact  and  under  the  laws  of  their 
respective  States  shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired  bp 
anything  contained  in  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed 
so  as  to  give  any  preference  to  the  permanent  pool  over 
other  project  purposes. 

(4)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined  shall  be 
maintained  except  upon  written  terms  and  conditions  ac¬ 
ceptable  and  agreed  to  (A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  and  (B)  by  the  Colorado 
State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas  River  Compact  Admin¬ 
istration,  and  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board, 
in  the  interest  of  establishing,  maintaining,  and  operat¬ 
ing  the  permanent  pool  for  recreational  and  fish  and 
wildlife  purposes. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed 
so  as  to  limit  the  authority  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  operate  John  Martin  Reservoir  for  the  primary  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  prevention  of  floods  and  the  preservation  of 
life  and  property. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Creek  at  Hays, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


55 


Document  Numbered  22,  Eiglity-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,702,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Nemaha 
River  and  tributaries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  160, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River 
and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,400,000,  except  that  such  portion 
of  the  project  as  relates  to  the  area  above  the  city  limits  of 
Sioux  City,  Iowa ,  shall  be  compatible  with  a  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  mitigation  plan  and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the 
upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  River,  both  to  be  approved 
by  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  James  River 
and  tributaries,  North  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  266, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated-  cost  of  $3,083,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Fishing  River  and. 
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tributaries,  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  281,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7 ,260,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chariton  and 
Little  Chariton  Rivers  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  in  House  Document  N umber ed  238 ,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,167,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  and 
tributaries,  Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  241,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $218,009 ,000 . 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing 
the  construction  of  Linneus  Reservoir  on  Locust  Creek, 
St.  Catherine  Reservoir  on  East  Yellow  Creek,  the  Honey 
Creek-No  Creek  local  protection  works,  nor  hydroelectric 
power  facilities  at  Pattonsburg  Reservoir  on  Grand  River. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Platte  River  and 
tributaries,  Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  262, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  cd  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,889,000. 
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The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sun  Fiver  at 
Great  Falls,  Montana,  authorized  by  section  203  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297 ;  Public  Law  85-500)  is 
hereby  modified  to  waive  the  requirement  that  local  interests 
contribute  in  cash  2.16  per  centum  of  the  actual  construction 
cost  of  all  items  of  work  provided  by  the  United  States. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Chartiers  Creek, 
Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  302,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,207,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy  Lick  Creek 
at  Du  Bois,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  185,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,654,000. 

The  project  for  the  Hocking  Fiver,  Ohio,  in  the  vicinity 
of  Athens,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  287,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $ 4,520,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Cliffy  Creek,  and  Patoka 
Dams  and  Feservoirs,  Wabash  Fiver,  Indiana  and  Illinois, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
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recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  202,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $72,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Dams  and 
Peservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  29, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $44,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Cheat  River,  West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  243,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $133,548,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  power  features  of  this  project  shall  not  be 
undertaken  until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
has  completed  action  on  any  applications  that  may  be  pend¬ 
ing  before  that  agency  for  private  development  of  the 
pumped-storage  facility  of  the  project:  Provided  further, 
That  should  the  Federal  Power  Commission  act  in  the  affirm¬ 
ative  on  any  pending  applications,  the  authority  for  such 
project  shall  not  include  Federal  power  features  and  the 
estimated  cost  of  such  project  shall  be  $88,402,000 :  And 
provided  further,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  dismisses  any  pending  applications,  Federal  construe- 
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tion  of  such  pumped-storage  power  facilities  is  hereby 
authorized  and  approved. 

The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reservoir,  Upper 
Cumberland  River  Basin,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  244, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,860 ,000 
The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther  Creek  Reser¬ 
voir  projects  and  the  Martin,  Kentucky,  local  protection 
project  on  the  Big  Sandy  River  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks 
of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia,  are  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  246,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$51,491,000.  Prior  to  initiation  of  construction  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  shall  prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits  and 
costs  of  the  proposed  projects,  including  such  reformulation 
as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act. 

RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH  BASIN 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Roseau  River, 
Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
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Document  Numbered  282,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,550,000. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East  Saint  Louis  and 
vicinity,  Illinois  (East  Side  levee  and  sanitary  district), 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  329, 
Eighty-eighth,  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 6,180,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  Fiver,  Illinois,  authorized 
by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500 ,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress),  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered,  232, 
Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  351,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  to  provide  for  the 
deletion  from  the  items  of  local  cooperation  the  requirement 
of  a  cash  contribution  due  to  charged  land  use,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  increased  Federal  cost  of  $3,498,000,  if  local  interests 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  an  amount  equal  to  the  full 
cost  of  acquisition  of  flowage  easements  in  those  lands  which 
are  no  longer  needed  for  construction,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  Carlyle  Peservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  Fiver  Drainage  and  Levee 
District,  Madison  County,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
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House  Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty- eighth  Congress , 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 179,000 . 

The  project  for  Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Skunk  River, 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified, 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  267,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 12,893,000 . 

The  projects  for  flood  protection  at  Marshalltown  and 
Waterloo  on  the  Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa,  are  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  166,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $17,570,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zurnbro  River,  Minnesota,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and  Whetstone 
River,  Minnesota  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty-seventh  Congress, 
and.  House  Document  Numbered  193,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 
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The  project  on  the  Des  Moines  River  for  flood  protec¬ 
tion  of  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  House  Document  Numbered  651, 
Seventy-eighth  Congress,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1941  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modified  to  eliminate  the 
requirement  recommended  in  paragraph  10(a)(2)  of  the 
report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December  13,  1943, 
that  local  interests  bear  the  expense  of  repairs  and  provision 
of  gates  on  existing  drains. 

GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  navigation  on  the 
Chagrin  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  35,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,200,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  at 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  Grandville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
157,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,373,000. 

LITTLE  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Colorado 
River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num- 
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bered  63,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,775,000. 

GILA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Bend  Wash, 
Maricopa  County,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Enginers  in  House  Document  Numbered  303,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Santa  Rosa  W ash, 
Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,430,000,  except  that  the  development  of 
recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  shall  be  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoenix,  Arizona , 
and  vicinity,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $58,310,000. 

EEL  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


64 


Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $ 13,732,000 . 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 
The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  Yuba  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  180,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 8,979,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Lakeport  Dam  and  Reservoir  with 
supplemental  channel  improvements,  Scotts  Creek,  Cache 
Creek  Basin,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  259,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 9,360,000 . 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma  Creek,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $ 9,400,000 . 

The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$14,950,000. 
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WHITEWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  'project  for  flood  protection  on  Tahquitz  Creek ,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  ivith 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  223,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  except  that 
the  amount  of  local  contribution  required  due  to  enhance¬ 
ment  of  land  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  contri¬ 
bution  determined  on  lands  under  Indian  ownership  at  the 
time  of  project  authorization  and  not  subject  to  taxation 
due  to  Federal  statutory  restrictions .  The  amount  of  con¬ 
tribution  on  this  basis  is  presently  estimated  at  $508,000. 
The  estimated  cost  is  $3,442,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lytle  and  Warm 
Creeks,  San  Bernardino  County,  California,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  53,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,750,000. 

SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San  Diego  Diver 
(Mission  Valley),  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  212,  Eighty- 
S.  2300 - 5 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


66 


ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,600,000,  except 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  credit  local 
interests  against  their  required  contribution  to  such  project 
for  any  work  done  by  such  interests  on  such  project  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  if  lie  approves  such  work  as 
being  in  accordance  with  the  project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  projects  for  the  Lower  Grande  Ronde  and  Catherine 
Creek  dams  and  reservoirs,  Grande  Ronde  River  and  trib¬ 
utaries,  Oregon .  are  hereby  authorized,  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  280,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20 ,440 ,000 .  The  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  such  projects. 

Hie  project  for  flood  protection  on  Willow  Creek, 
Oregon,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $6,680,000. 

The  project  for  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  water- 
fowl  management  at  John  Day  Lock  and  Dam.,  Oregon  and 
Washington,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth.  Congress  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $706,000,  except  that  the  parcels  of  land, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


67 


in  Oregon,  between  the  Columbia  River  and  the  manage¬ 
ment  area  boundary  within  sections  3,  4,  10,  and  11  of 
Township  4  North,  Range  25  East,  Willamette  Meridian,  as 
shown  on  plate  1  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  28,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  estimated  at  611.02  acres,  shall  not  be  part 
of  the  management  area,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  to  purchase  such  additional  lands  in  sections 
22,  27,  29,  and  30,  Township  5  North,  Range  26  East,  Wil¬ 
lamette  Meridian,  outside  the  present  indicated  management 
area  boundary  on  plcde  1,  as  he  determines  necessary  to 
replace  the  lands  so  excluded. 

Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project  for  the  Scioto 
River,  Ohio,  authorized  in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1962,  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  local  protection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at 
such  time  as  the  reservoirs  on  Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and 
Deer  Creeks  are  under  construction.  In  the  event  the  Mill 
Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs  are  constructed  by  an 
agency  other  than  the  Federal  Government,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  not  construct  such  local  protection  works  at 
Chillicothe,  Ohio,  until  said  agency  shall  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  (1)  it  will 
provide  flood  control  storage  in  those  reservoirs  equivalent  to 
that  proposed  for  the  Federal  reservoir  projects,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  in  accordance  with 
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the  plan  set  forth  in  House  Document  Numbered  587,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  and  (2)  that  such  reservoirs  shall  be  oper¬ 
ated  for  flood  control  in  accordance  with  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  prepare  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  efficient  utilization  of  the  water  and  related  re¬ 
sources  of  the  region  drained  by  streams  which  discharge, 
within  the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair  Paver, 
Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River  and  Lake  Erie.  Such 
plan  may  provide  for  importation  of  water  from  points  not 
located  within  the  region  as  defined  above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  designed  to  meet 
the  long-range  needs  of  the  region  for  protection  against 
floods,  wise  use  of  flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial  and  municipal 
purposes,  outdoor  recreational  facilities,  the  enhancement 
and  control  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes;  all  with 
a  view  to  encouraging  and  supporting  the  optimum  long- 
range  economic  development  of  the  region  and  enchancing  the 
welfare  of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied 
purposes,  including  channel  and  major  drainage  improve- 
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merits,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal 
effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities  specifically 
named  in  this  section.  After  the  regular  or  formal  reports 
made  on  any  survey  authorized  by  this  section  are  submitted 
to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional  report  or  esti¬ 
mate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examina¬ 
tion  or  survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted 
to  Congress,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national  defense 
or  by  changed  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  Atlantic  region 
draining  northward  in  New  York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Liver  below  the  international  boundary  and  draining  di¬ 
rectly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above  the  Virginia-North 
Carolina  State  line  with  respect  to  a  frameivork  plan  for 
developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of  North  Carolina 
between  Cape  Lookout  and  the  Virginia  line  except  those 
portions  of  the  Neuse,  Pamlico,  and,  Roanoke  Rivers  above 
the  estuarine  reaches. 

W ater sheds  of  streams  in  the  South  Atlantic  region 
draining  directly  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia- 
North  Carolina  State  Ime  and  draining  directly  into  the  Gulf 
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1  of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchar train  with  respect  to  a  frame- 

2  work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

3  The  Rio  Grande  and  its  tributaries  with  respect  to  a 

4  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

5  Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes  and  their  tribu- 

6  taries,  which  drain  areas  of  the  great  basin  region  of  Oregon, 

7  California,  Nevada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  respect 

8  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

9  The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above  Lees  Ferry, 
10  A  rizona,  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
77  and  other  purposes. 
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The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below  Lees  Ferry, 
Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

W ater sheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  region 
which  drain  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coast 
lines  of  Washington  and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a  framework 
plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

W  ater  sheds  of  streams  in  California  which  drain  directly 
into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  of  streams ,  washes,  lakes  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion 
of  the  California  region  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan 
for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Terrebonne  Parish,  Louisiana  (water  supply). 
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Boyer  River,  Iowa. 

Keokuk,  Iowa. 

Mississippi  River,  north  of  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

Black  Ilawk  Creek,  Iowa. 

Mount  Vernon,  Indiana. 

Orange  Lake  Basin,  Florida. 

Mayfield  Creek,  Kentucky. 

Hatchie  River  and  Tributaries,  Tennessee  and  Missis¬ 
sippi. 

Spoon  River,  Illinois. 

Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  (includ¬ 
ing  navigation  ) . 

Verdigris  River,  Kansas. 

Verdigris  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  (including 
navigation  ) . 

Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  at  and  above  Tulsa, 
Oklahoma. 

Sanderson,  Texas. 

Abbeville,  South  Carolina. 

All  streams  which  drain  directly  to  Pacific  Ocean  from 
San  Mateo  County,  California. 

Big  Mineral  Creek,  Texas,  particularly  with  reference 
to  construction  of  a  highway  bridge. 

Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York,  and  tributaries,  including 


Allens  Creek,  New  York. 
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Coasts  of  W ashington,  Oregon,  and  California  to  deter¬ 
mine  advisability  of  protection  work  against  storm  and  tidal 
waves. 

Sec.  208.  Notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  section 
201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construc¬ 
tion,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes ”,  approved  May  17,  1950  (64  Stat.  163), 
the  authorization  in  section  204  of  such  Act  of  projects  for 
local  protection  on  the  Yakima  River  at  Ellensburg,  Wash¬ 
ington,  shall  expire  on  June  10,  1970,  unless  local  interests 
shall  before  such  date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  coooperation 
in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  209.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  hereby  authorized  to  replace  the 
roads  described  and  set  forth  in  the  provisions  of  their  con¬ 
tract  numbered  DA-41-443-eng-939  with  Hill  County, 
Texas,  which  are  subject  to  flooding;  such  roads  being  a  part 
of  the  Whitney  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Whitney,  Texas, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  December  22,  1944, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $130,000. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  convey  to  the  Tennessee  Society  for 
Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  Incorporated ,  subject  to  the 
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provisions  of  this  section,  all  of  the  right,  title,  and  interest 
of  the  United  States  in  and  to  that  portion  of  the  tract  of 
land  lying  above  elevation  454  feet  mean  sea  level  now  occu¬ 
pied  by  such  Society  at  the  Old  Hickory  lock  and  darn,  Cum¬ 
berland,  River,  Tennessee,  under  a  lease  executed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  and  dated  February  10,  1958. 

(b)  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be 
made  upon  payment  to  the  United  States  of  the  fair  market 
value  of  the  property  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  and  upon  such  terms,  conditions,  reservations,  and 
restrictions  as  he  shall  deem  necessary  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  United  States.  In  determining  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  property,  the  Secretary  shall  exclude  the  value  of  any 
improvements  made  by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  Incorporated. 

(c)  The  cost  of  any  surveys  necessary  as  an  incident 
of  the  conveyance  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  borne 
by  the  Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults. 
Incorporated. 

(d)  Title  to  the  property  authorized  to  be  conveyed  by 
this  section  shall  revert  to  the  United  States,  which  shall 
have  the  right  of  immediate  entry  thereon,  if  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adidts,  Incorporated, 
shall  ever  cease  to  use  such  property  for  recreation  and  camp¬ 


ing  purposes. 
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Sec.  211.  The  authorized  Justice  Reservoir  on  the 
Guyandot  River,  West  Virginia,  hereafter  shall  he  known 
and  designated  as  the  R .  D.  Bailey  Reservoir.  Any  law, 
regulation,  map ,  document,  record,  or  other  paper  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  authorized  Justice  Reservoir  is  re¬ 
ferred  to  shall  be  held  to  refer  to  such  reservoir  as  the  R.  D. 
Bailey  Reservoir. 

Sec.  212.  In  recognition  of  the  flood  control  accomplish¬ 
ments  of  the  water  resource  project  proposed  to  he  constructed 
on  Calispell  Creek,  W ashington,  by  the  Pend  Oreille  County 
Public  Utility  District  Number  One,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  a  monetary  contribution  toward  the 
construction  cost  of  such  project  and  the  amount  of  such  con¬ 
tribution  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
subject  to  a  finding  by  him  approved  by  the  President,  of  eco¬ 
nomic  justification  for  allocation  of  the  amount  of  flood  con¬ 
trol,  such  funds  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army.  Prior  to  making  the  monetary  contribution  or  any 
part  thereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Pend  Oreille 
County  Public  Utility  District  Number  One,  shall  have  en¬ 
tered  into  an  agreement  providing  for  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  in  such  manner  as  will  produce  the  flood  control 
benefits  upon  which  the  monetary  contribution  is  predicated, 
and  such  operation  of  the  project  for  flood  control  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  rules  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
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pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944  (58  Stat .  890).  Unless  construction  of  the 
project  is  undertaken  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  section,  the  authority  for  the  monetary  contri¬ 
bution  contained  herein  shall  expire. 

Sec.  213.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized,  to  cooperate  with  the 
State  of  New  York,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  ap¬ 
propriate  agencies  and  instrumentalities  thereof,  and  with 
other  departments,  agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans 
for  the  development,  utilization,  and  conservation  of  the 
water  and  related  resources  of  drainage  basins  within  the 
State  of  New  York,  and  to  submit  to  Congress  reports  and 
recommendations  with  respect  to  appropriate  participation 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  carrying  out  such  plans. 

Sec.  214.  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify  certain  leases  entered 
into  for  the  provision  of  recreation  facilities  at  reservoir 
areas”,  approved  September  14,  1961  (75  Stat.  509),  is 
hereby  amended  by  striking  out  “ before  November  1,  1956,” . 

Sec.  215.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  cause  to  be  made,  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  an  investigation  and  study 
of  San  Francisco  Bay,  California,  including  San  Pablo 
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Bay,  Suisun  Bay,  and  other  adjacent  hays  and  tributaries 
thereto,  with  a  view  toward  determining  the  feasibility  of, 
and  extent  of  Federal  interest  in,  measures  for  ivaste  dis¬ 
posal  and  water  quality  control  and  allied  purposes. 

Sec.  216.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  pay  to  any 
bona  fide  lessee  or  permittee  owning  improvements,  ivhich 
are  or  which  were  totally  situated  or  partially  situated  on  a 
railroad  right-of-way,  the  fair  value  of  such  improvements, 
which  have  been  or  will  be  rendered  inoperative  or  be  other¬ 
wise  adversely  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  Milford 
Dam  and  Reservoir  project  on  the  Republican  River,  Kan¬ 
sas,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  or  by  the  United  States 
District  Court  for  the  District  of  Kansas  on  which  is  con¬ 
ferred  jurisdiction  for  this  purpose.  In  no  case  shall  the 
owner  of  such  improvements  receive  dual  compensation  for 
any  part  of  said  improvements  as  a  result  of  this  section  or 
otherwise.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  funds  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section  from  any  moneys  appropriated  for  the  construction 
of  the  Milford  Dam  and  Reservoir  project. 

Sec.  217.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  reimburse 
any  common  carrier  by  railroad  for  the  cost  of  protective 
works  constructed  by  such  carrier  during  the  years  1965 
and  1966  along  the  banks  of  the  Eel  River,  California, 
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to  deter  recurrence  of  damage  to  such  banks  by  floods  or 
high  waters ,  but  such  reimbursement  shall  not  exceed 
$3,000,000. 

Sec.  218.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  is  authorized  to  accept 
orders  from  other  Federal  departments  and  agencies  for 
work  or  services  and  to  perform  all  or  any  part  of  such  work 
or  services  by  contract. 

Sec.  219.  Section  206(b)  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1960  (33  TJ.S.C.  709a)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$1,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$2,500,000” . 

Sec.  220.  The  Joanna  Dam  proposed  for  construc¬ 
tion  at  or  near  mile  63  of  the  Salt  River  near  Joanna. 
Missouri,  and  the  Joanna  Reservoir  to  be  created  by  such 
dam,  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  section  203  of  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180),  shall  be  known 
and  designated  hereafter  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and 
Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  or  record 
of  the  United  States  in  which  such  dam  and  reservoir  are 
referred  to  as  the  Joanna  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be 
held  to  refer  to  such  dam  and  reservoir  as  the  Clarence 
Cannon  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Sec.  221.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 


“ Flood  Control  Act  of  1965”. 
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TITLE  III— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  301.  The  following  works  of  improvement  of  rivers 
and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  other  purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized, 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and,  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports 
hereinafter  designated,.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session), 
shall  govern  vnth  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  title; 
and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans, 
proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for  naviga¬ 
tion  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  inci¬ 
dental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

NAVIGATION 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor, 
Massachusetts:  House  Document  Numbered  247,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,500,000 ; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  93,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $13,900,000 ; 

Rondout  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Nuni- 
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bered  288,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$20,000; 

New  Yor'k  and  New  Jersey  Channels-Entrance  to  Kill 
Van  Kull  from  Upper  New  York  Bay:  House  Document 
Numbered  108,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,581,000 ; 

New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage  Areas): 
Senate  Document  Numbered  17,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $44,852,000 ; 

Shrewsbury  Diver,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  274,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,090,000; 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Maryland:  House 
Document  Numbered  225,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $323,000; 

Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers — Removal  of  Drift  in 
the  Washington  Metropolitan  Area:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  286,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  maintenance ; 

Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk  Harbor,  Hamp¬ 
ton  Roads,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  143, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $7 ,095,000 ; 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  and  Thim¬ 
ble  Shoal  Channel,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 
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1  187,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

2  $ 25,600,000 ; 

3  Hampton  Creek,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered 

4  201,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  modification  of  items  of  local 

5  cooperation ; 

6  Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House  Document 

7  Numbered  252 ,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 

8  of  $1,510,000; 

9  Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Documents  Num- 

10  bered  226  and  263,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 

11  cost  of  $13,569,000.  The  plan  recommended  by  the  Chief 

12  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  263,  Eighty- 

13  ninth  Congress,  shall  include  facilities  to  mitigate  damages 
•  14  to  presently  improved  areas  southeast  of  the  Savannah  Wild- 

15  life  Ref  uge  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $40,000.  The 

16  Chief  of  Engineers  may  include  additional  facilities  to 
1^  mitigate  damages  to  additional  lands  southeast  of  the  Savan- 
18  nail  Wildlife  Refuge  if  he  determines  them  to  be  necessary 
10  and  justified,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $60,000.  All 

20  such  facilities  to  mitigate  damages  shall  be  maintained  by  local 

21  interests. 

22  Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Num- 

23  bered  214,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

24  $8,484,000; 
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Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  74,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,104,000; 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Florida:  House 
Document  Numbered  91,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,093,000 ; 

East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gidf  of  Mexico  into  Choc- 
tawhatchee  Bay,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  194, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000 ; 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  94,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $625,000; 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  327,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $262,000; 

Mermentau  Biver,  Louisiana:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  239,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,690,000; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
151,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,- 
000.  In  order  to  compensate  for  existing  low  waler  levels  in 
Lake  Huron,  an  additional  increment  of  one  foot  in  channel 
depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

S.  2300—6 
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Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  16,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$237,000; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  301,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$570,000,  except  that  the  modified  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Anny,  con¬ 
tained  in  letter  of  April  5,  1965,  from  the  Department  of  the 
Army  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States 
Senate,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  recreational  fishing  facili¬ 
ties  on  the  main  breakwater; 

Saginaw  Diver,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered 
240,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$437,000; 

Cedar  Diver  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  248,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$664,000; 

Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered 
269,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$1,840,000; 

Pocky  Diver  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  352,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 235,000 ; 

The  project  for  Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio,  authorized  in 
section  101  of  the  Diver  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  (Public 
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Law  86-645 ;  74  Stat.  480)  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  to  construct  a  steel  bulkhead  at  cut  numbered  1.  Local 
interests  shall  contribute  to  the  cost  of  the  project  an  amount 
equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of  the  original 
authorization  of  this  project  that  would  have  been  required  for 
cut  numbered  1,  but  for  this  modification. 

West  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  245, 
Eight] /-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $544,000; 

Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document  Numbered 
227,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 96,000 ; 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  160,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $25,000,000.  In  view  of  the  willingness  of  the  State  of 
Indiana  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  deep-draft 
public  harbor  in  that  vicinity,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  a  monetary  contribution  toward  the  construction 
cost  of  such  a  harbor  according  to  a  design  agreed  upon  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  State  of  Indiana,  subject 
to  the  following  conditions:  (1)  The  amount  of  such  con¬ 
tribution  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
in  cooperation  with  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  approved  by 
the  President;  (2)  such  amount  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  to 
the  United  States  of  constructing  an  equivalent  Federal  hai'- 
bor  at  the  same  site;  (3)  prior  to  the  time  that  the  monetary 
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1  contribution,  or  any  part  thereof,  is  made  available  to  the 

2  State  of  Indiana  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  State  of 

3  Indiana  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  providing  for 

4  the  operation  of  the  harbor  essentially  as  it  would  be  operated 

5  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  had  it  been  constructed  as  a 

6  Federal  harbor;  (4)  no  fees  or  tolls  shall  be  charged  for 

7  entrance  to  the  outer  harbor;  (5)  any  other  fees  or  charges 

8  collected  by  the  State  of  Indiana  shall  not  be  used  to  cover 

9  any  part  of  the  contribution  made  by  the  Federal  G  overnment 

10  under  this  Act;  (6)  any  funds  appropriated  under  this  au- 

11  thorization  shall  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 

12  and  made  available  to  the  State  of  Indiana  over  the  period 

13  of  construction  in  proportion  to  the  proposed  annual  expendi- 

14  tures  of  the  State  for  construction  of  the  outer  harbor;  and 

15  (7)  at  least  sixty  days  prior  to  the  date  on  which  the  Secre- 

16  tary  of  the  Army  makes  available  to  the  State  of  Indiana  the 

17  initial  installment  of  the  monetary  contribution  authorized  by 

18  this  Act,  he  shall  submit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 

19  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  a  letter  report 

20  setting  forth  the  basis  for  his  determination  under  clause  (1) 

21  above.  Unless  construction  of  the  harbor  is  initiated  within 

22  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 

23  authority  for  the  monetary  contribution  contained  in  this 

24  paragraph  shall  expire.  Neither  this  paragraph  nor  the 

25  construction  authorized  by  this  paragraph  shall  adversely 
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affect  or  otherwise  prejudice  the  establishment  of  all  or  any 
part  of  the  Indiana  dunes  as  a  national  lakeshore. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas :  House  Document  Numbered 
217,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,254,000; 

Houston  Ship  Channel  (Greens  Bayou),  Texas:  House 
Document  Numbered  257,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $470,000; 

Trinity  River  and  tributaries,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  276,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  including  naviga¬ 
tion,  except  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated  March  14,  1963, 
shall  apply,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized  $83,000,000  for 
initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project . 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered.  208,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $46,853,000.  The  works  for  wavewash  pro¬ 
tection  within  the  limits  of  the  modified  San  Joaquin  River 
navigation  project  shall  be  repaired  or  restored  by  the  United 
States  as  determined  to  be  necessary  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  over  the  life  of  the  project. 

Crescent  City  Harbor,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  264,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,980,000; 
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Bodega  Bay ,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
106,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 853,000 ; 

Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor,  California : 
House  Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6 ,360 ,000 ; 

Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  76,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  maintenance.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests 
for  any  work  done  by  such  interests  on  such  project  after 
August  1,  1965,  if  he  approves  such  work  as  being  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  62, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 696,000 : 

Chetco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered 
21,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,308,000; 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  43,  Eighty-ninth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,000,000 ; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  147,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors  for  light-draft 
vessels,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  353,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000 ; 
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Ilonokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  68,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Harbor,  Oahu, 
Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,928,000 ; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered 
75,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,291,000; 

BEACH  EROSION 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document 
Numbered  228,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  186,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered 
325,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  323,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $319,000 ; 

Duval  County,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered 
273,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$ 2,266,000 ; 
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Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  8i, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 220,000 ; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered  159, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $392,000; 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  107,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$572,000; 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered, 
104,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,490,000. 

Sec.  302.  Section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300) ,  as  amended  by  section  104  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173,  1180),  is 
hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  a  compre¬ 
hensive  program  to  provide  for  control  and  progressive  eradi¬ 
cation  of  water-hyacinth,  alligatomveed,  Eurasion  watermil- 
foil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant  growths,  from  the 
navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting  channels,  and 
other  allied  ivaters  of  the  United  States,  in  the  combined  inter¬ 
est  of  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish 
and  wildlife  conservation,  public  health,  and  related  pur¬ 
poses,  including  continued  research  for  development  of  the 
most  effective  and  economic  control  measures,  to  be  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the 
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Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal 
and  State  agencies.  Local  interests  shall  agree  to  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  that  may  occur  from 
control  operations  and  to  participate  to  the  extent  of  30  per 
centum  of  the  cost  of  such  operations.  Costs  for  research  and 
planning  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  authorities  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  he  borne  fully  by  the  F ederal  Government. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
amounts,  not  in  excess  of  $ 5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section. 
Any  such  funds  employed  for  control  operations  shall  be 
allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority  basis, 
based  upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area,  and  the 
availability  of  local  funds.” 

Sec.  303.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  granted 
for  the  purposes  of  section  9  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1899 
(33  U.S.C.  401),  to  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  construct 
a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  Fiver,  downstream  from  the 
Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury,  Pennsylvania. 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  locations  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section 
110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950: 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

S.  2300—7 
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Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  and  adjoining  tributaries  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  New 
Hampshire  and  Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  providing  improvements  in  the  interest  of  navi¬ 
gation  and  allied  purposes. 

Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to  nature  and 
extent  of  measures  necessary  to  preserve  and  enhance  the 
scenic  beauty  of  the  American  Falls. 

Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway:  Investigation 
and  study  of  means  of  extending  the  navigation  season  on 
the  waterways  at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $ 75,000 . 
Report  to  include  a  full  and  complete  investigation  and 
study  of  waterway  deicing  systems,  including  a  review  of 
any  previous  pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  any  available  information  from  any  of  the  othei* 
Departments  of  the  Government,  and  waterway  deicing 
methods  in  use  by  private  concerns  and  foreign  governments, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  practicability,  means, 
and  economic  justification  for  extending  the  navigation  sea¬ 
son  on  the  Great  Lakes  (including  connecting  channels 
and  harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  by  elimi¬ 
nating  ice  conditions  to  the  extent  possible.  The  Chief  of 
Engineers  may  submit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable,  and  shall  submit  his  final  reports,  together  with  his 
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recommendations  for  such  legislation  and  administrative  ac¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  advisable,  not  later  than  two  years 
after  funds  are  made  available  for  the  study. 

Lake  Dauterive  and  Chareton  Floodgate,  Louisiana. 

Dickinson  Bayou,  Texas. 

Manchester  Harbor,  Washington. 

Gulfport  Harbor,  Mississippi. 

Calumet  River,  Illinois . 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  from  about  mile  29  West 
of  Harvey  Lock  to  U.S.  Highway  No.  90  in  vicinity  of 
Boutte,  Louisiana. 

Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  C aloosahatchee  River  to 
the  Withlacoochee  River,  Florida,  with  a  view  to  determin¬ 
ing  the  advisability  of  modifying  the  project,  with  particular 
reference  to  provision  for  a  side  channel  or  connecting  chan¬ 
nel  improvement  through  Cross  Bayou  to  Old  Tampa  Bay, 
in  the  vicinity  of  Howard  Frankland  Bridge,  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  related  purposes. 

San  Francisco  County ,  California  (beach  erosion). 

Lake  Michigan  Shoreline,  Milwaukee  County,  Michigan 
(beach  erosion). 

Indian  River  County,  Florida  (beach  erosion). 

Sec.  305.  The  first  proviso  in  the  paragraph  which 
begins  “James  River,  Virginia in  section  101  of  the  River 
and  Harbor  Act  of  1962  (Public  Law  87-874)  is  amended 
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by  striking  out  “ after  a  period  of  five  years  from  the  date 
of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia 
has  endorsed  the  project  within  that  time ”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “ October  23,  1971,  unless  the  Governor  of 
Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project  by  that  date” . 

Sec .  306.  Section  107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1948  (62  Stat.  1174)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$5,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$22,000” . 

Sec.  307.  That  portion  of  the  East  River,  in  New 
York  County,  State  of  New  York,  lying  between  the  south 
line  of  East  Seventeenth  Street,  extended  eastwardly,  the 
United  States  pierhead  line  as  it  existed  on  July  1,  1965, 
and  the  south  line  of  East  Thirtieth  Street,  extended  east¬ 
wardly,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  water  of 
the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution 
and  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  308.  The  old  channel  of  the  River  Raisin  in  Monroe 
County,  Michigan,  lying  between  the  Monroe  Harbor  range 
front  light  and  Raisin  Point,  its  entrance  into  Lake  Erie,  is 
declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  stream  of  the  United  States 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  laivs  of  the 
United  States,  and  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given 
for  the  filling  in  of  the  old  channel  by  the  riparian  owners 
on  such  channel. 
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Sec .  309.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1958  (72  Stat.  303)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  111.  Whenever,  during  the  construction  or  re¬ 
construction  of  any  navigation,  flood  control,  or  related  water 
development  project  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army ,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines  that  any  struc¬ 
ture  or  facility  owned  by  an  agency  of  government  and  uti¬ 
lized  in  the  performance  of  a  governmental  function  should 
be  protected,  altered,  reconstructed,  relocated,  or  replaced  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  navigation  or  flood  control,  or  both ; 
or  to  preserve  the  safety  or  integrity  of  such  facility  when  its 
safety  or  usefulness  is  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  be  adversely  affected  or  threatened  by  the  project,  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  may,  if  he  deems  such  action  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  enter  into  a  contract  providing  for  (1)  the  payment 
from  appropriations  made  for  the  construction  or  mainte¬ 
nance  of  such  project,  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  replacing,  re¬ 
locating,  or  reconstructing  such  facility  to  such  standard  as 
he  deems  reasonable  but  not  to  exceed  the  minimum  standard 
of  the  State  or  political  subdivision  for  the  same  type  of  fa¬ 
cility  involved,  except  that  if  the  existing  facility  exceeds  the 
minimum  standard  of  the  State  or  political  subdivision,  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  may  provide  a  facility  of  comparable 
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standard ,  or  (2)  the  payment  of  a  lump  sum  representing  the 
estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof.  This  section  shall  not  he 
construed  as  modifying  any  existing  or  future  requirement  of 
local  cooperation,  or  as  indicating  a  policy  that  local  interests 
shall  not  hereafter  he  required  to  assume  costs  of  modifying 
such  facilities.  The  provisions  of  this  section  may  he  applied 
to  projects  hereafter  authorized  and  to  those  heretofore 
authorized  but  not  completed  as  of  July  3,  1958,  and  not¬ 
withstanding  the  navigation  servitude  vested  in  the  United 
States,  they  may  be  applied  to  such  structures  or  facilities 
occupying  the  beds  of  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.'' 

Sec.  310.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  107  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  (33  U.S.G.  577)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$2,000,000'’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$10,000,000”. 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  107  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$200,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$500,000”. 

(b)  Section  3  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing 
Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores  of 
publicly  owned:  property” ,  approved  August  13,  1946,  as 
amended  (33  U.S.C.  426g) ,  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out 
“$ 3,000,000 ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$10,000,000” , 
and  (2)  by  striking  out  “$400,000''  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$500,000”. 
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(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  any  project  under  contract  for  construction  on  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  311.  The  project  for  Calumet  Harbor  and  River, 
Illinois  and  Indiana,  as  authorized  by  section  101  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173),  is  modified 
in  order  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  to  provide  at  Federal  cost 
(1)  such  protection  for  the  Elgin,  Joliet,  and  Eastern  Rail¬ 
way  bridge  over  the  Calumet  River,  Chicago,  Illinois,  as  is 
necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the  full  width  of  the  south 
draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty-seven  feet,  (2)  such  temporary 
protection  for  the  center  pier  and  the  south  abutment  of  the 
New  York,  Chicago,  and,  Saint  Louis  Railroad  bridge 
(Nickel  Plate)  as  is  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the  full 
width  of  the  south  bridge  draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty-seven 
feet  prior  to  its  replacement,  and  (3)  such  modification  of  the 
channel  limits  as  is  necessary  to  insure  full  use  of  each  such 
draw. 

Sec.  312.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  make  a  complete  investigation  and  study  of  water  utiliza¬ 
tion  and  control  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin,  including  the 
waters  of  the  Baltimore  Harbor  and  including,  but  not  lim¬ 
ited  to,  the  following:  navigation,  fisheries,  flood  control, 
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control  of  noxious  weeds,  water  pollution ,  water  quality 
control,  beach  erosion,  and  recreation.  In  order  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  Secretary,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers ,  shall  construct,  operate,  and  main¬ 
tain  in  the  State  of  Maryland  a  hydraulic  model  of  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  Basin  and  associated  technical  center.  Such 
model  and  center  may  be  utilized,  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary,  by  any  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal  Government 
or  of  the  States  of  Maryland,  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania, 
in  connection  with  any  research,  investigation,  or  study  being 
carried  on  by  them  of  any  aspect  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay 
Basin.  The  study  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  given 
priority. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed 
$8,500,000  to  carry  out  this  section. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  The  Act  approved  December  21,  1944 
(58  Stat.  846),  authorizing  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Com¬ 
mission  to  acquire,  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge 
or  bridges,  including  approaches  thereto,  across  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  at  or  near  the  cities  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton, 
Illinois,  is  hereby  revived  and  reenacted.  This  section  (in¬ 
cluding  the  amendments  made  by  this  section)  shall  be  null 
and  void  insofar  as  it  authorizes  the  construction  of  a  bridge 
or  bridges  unless  actual  construction  thereof  be  commenced 
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within  three  years  and  completed  within  five  years  from  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  section. 

(b)  Section  5  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  5.  (a)  The  commission  and  its  successors  and 
assigns  are  hereby  authorized  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
the  cost  of  such  bridge,  or  bridges  as  may  be  acquired,  recon¬ 
structed,  or  constructed,  as  herein  provided,  and  approaches 
( including  the  approach  highways,  which,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  commission,  it  is  necessary  or  advisable  to  construct  or 
cause  to  be  constructed  to  provide  suitable  and  adequate  con¬ 
nections  with  existing  improved  highways)  and  the  necessary 
land  easements  and  appurtenances  thereto,  by  an  issue  or 
issues  of  negotiable  bonds  of  the  commission,  bearing  interest, 
payable  semiannually,  at  the  rate  of  not  more  than  6  per 
centum  per  annum,  the  principal  and  interest  of  which  bonds 
shall  be  payable  solely  from  the  funds  provided  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  this  Act,  and  such  payments  may  be  further 
secured  by  mortgage  of  the  bridge  or  bridges.  All  such 
bonds  may  be  registrable  as  to  principal  alone  or  both  prin¬ 
cipal  and  interest,  shall  be  payable  as  to  principal  within 
not  to  exceed  twenty-five  years  from  the  date  thereof,  shall 
be  in  such  denominations,  shall  be  executed  in  such  manner, 
and  shall  be  payable  in  such  medium  and  at  such  place  or 
places  as  the  commission  may  determine,  and  the  face  amount 
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thereof  shall  be  so  calculated  as  to  produce,  at  the  price  of 
their  sale,  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or  bridges,  acquired  or  con¬ 
structed,  and  approaches  and  the  land  easements,  and  ap¬ 
purtenances  used  in  connection  therewith,  when  added  to  any 
other  funds  made  available  to  the  commission  for  the  use  of 
said  purposes.  The  commission  may  reserve  the  right  to 
redeem  any  or  all  of  said  bonds  before  maturity  in  such 
manner  and  at  such  price  or  prices  not  exceeding  105  and 
accrued  interest  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  commission  prior  to 
the  issuance  of  the  bonds.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  any 
prior  contracts  or  obligations  the  commission  may  disburse 
any  available  bridge  revenues  or  other  funds  or  borrow  money 
and  issue  its  negotiable  interest-bearing  notes  in  evidence 
thereof  to  defray  the  cost  of  designing,  engineering,  and 
planning  a  new  bridge  or  bridges  under  this  Act  and 
acquire  lands  for  the  location  and  approaches  thereto,  pro¬ 
vided  that  all  notes  evidencing  the  funds  so  borrowed,  if 
not  previously  paid  from  such  bridge  revenues,  shall  be 
repaid  from  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  of  the  commission 
when  issued,  for  account  of  such  new  bridge  or  bridges.  In 
the  event  the  commission  issues  notes  as  hereinbefore  in  this 
section  provided  and  said  notes  have  not  been  otherwise  paid, 
and  a  new  bridge  or  bridges  are  not  built,  said  notes  shall  be 
paid  from  revenues  derived  from  the  operation  of  any  other 
bridge  or  bridges  owned  by  the  commission,  subject  to  the 
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obligation  of  'payment  of  all  outstanding  indebtedness  for 
which  said  revenues  have  been  theretofore  pledged.  The 
commission  when  it  deems  it  advisable  may  issue  refunding 
bonds  to  refinance  any  outstanding  bonds ,  and.  to  pay  any 
other  indebtedness  of  the  commission,  at  maturity  or  before 
maturity  when  called  for  redemption,  and  may  include,  as  a 
part  of  an  issue  of  bonds  to  provide  for  the  cost  of  a  bridge 
to  be  constructed  under  this  Act,  sufficient  additional  bonds 
bearing  interest  at  a  rate  or  rates  n lot  exceeding  6  per 
centum  per  annum  to  refinance  any  outstanding  bonds  and 
notes  at  maturity  or  before  maturity  when  called  for  redemp¬ 
tion.  The  commission  may  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
any  bank  or  trust  company  in  the  United  States  as  trustee 
having  the  power  to  make  such  agreement,  setting  forth  the 
duties  of  the  commission  in  respect  to  the  acquisition,  con¬ 
struction,  maintenance,  operation,  repair,  and  insurance  of 
the  bridge  or  bridges,  the  conservation  and  application  of  all 
funds,  the  security  for  the.  payment  of  the  bonds,  the  safe¬ 
guarding  of  money  on  hand  or  on  deposit,  and.  the  rights 
and  remedies  of  said  trustee  and  the  holders  of  the  bonds, 
restricting  the  individual  right  of  action  of  the  bondholders 
as  is  customary  in  trust  agreements  respecting  bonds  of  cor¬ 
porations.  Such  trust  agreement  may  contain  such  pro¬ 
visions  for  protecting  and  enforcing  the  rights  and  remedies 
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of  the  trustee  and  the  bondholders  as  may  he  reasonable  and 
proper  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  law. 

“(b)  Such  bonds  may  be  sold  at  not  less  than  par  after 
public  advertisement  for  bids  to  be  opened  publicly  at  the 
time  and  place  stated  in  such  advertisement  and  at  the  price 
bid  which  will  yield  the  greatest  return  to  the  commission  for 
the  bonds  to  be  sold.  Such  advertisement  for  bids  shall  be 
published  at  least  once  each  week  for  at  least  tivo  consecutive 
weeks  in  a  newspaper  or  financial  journal  having  recognized 
circulation  among  bidders  for  bonds  of  the  type  and  character 
offered.  The  price  to  be  paid  for  the  bridge  or  bridges  ac¬ 
quired  hereunder  shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  value  there¬ 
of  as  determined  by  the  commission  at  the  time  of  acquisition. 
The  cost  of  the  bridge  to  be  constructed  as  provided  herein, 
together  with  the  approaches  and  approach  highways,  shall 
be  deemed  to  include  interest  during  construction  of  the 
bridge  and  for  twelve  months  thereafter,  and  all  engineering, 
legal,  financing,  architectural,  traffic  surveying,  condemna¬ 
tion,  and  other  expenses  incident  to  the  bridge  and  the 
acquisition  of  the  necessary  property,  including  the  cost  of 
acquiring  existing  franchises  and  riparian  rights  relating  to 
the  bridge,  as  well  as  the  cost  of  abandonment  or  dismantle¬ 
ment  of  any  existing  bridge  to  be  replaced  thereby.  If  the 
proceeds  of  the  bonds  shall  exceed  the  cost  as  finally  deter¬ 
mined,  the  excess  shall  be  placed  in  the  fund  hereafter  pro - 
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vided  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds.  Prior 
to  the  preparation  of  definitive  bonds  the  commission  may, 
under  like  restrictions,  issue  temporary  bonds  or  may,  under 
like  restrictions,  issue  temporary  bonds  or  interim  certifi¬ 
cates  without  coupons,  of  any  denomination  whatsoever,  ex¬ 
changeable  for  definitive  bonds  when  such  bonds  that  have 
been  executed  are  available  for  delivery.” 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  such  Act  of  December 
21,  1944,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  11  the  bonds 
and  interest,”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  uthe  bonds,  the 
notes  issued  under  section  5  of  this  Act,  and  the  interest,”. 

(d)  The  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal  this  section  is 
hereby  expressly  reserved. 

Sec.  314.  The  Act  entitled  “ An  Act  creating  the  Musca¬ 
tine  Bridge  Commission  and  authorizing  said  Commission 
and  its  successors  to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation 
and  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine, 
Iowa,  and  the  town  of  Drury,  Illinois” ,  approved  July  26, 
1956  (70  Stat.  669),  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  April  27, 
1962  (76  Stat.  59),  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately 
after  section  14  the  following  new  section: 

11  Sec.  15.  The  Commission  and  its  successors  and 
assigns  are  authorized  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a 
bridge  and  approaches  thereto  across  the  Mississippi  River 
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at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  the  town  of 
Drury,  Illinois,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act;  ex¬ 
cept  that  the  authority  granted  by  this  section  shall  cease 
and  be  null  and  void  unless  the  actual  construction  of  such 
bridge  is  commenced  within  three  years  and  completed  within 
five  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section .” 

Sec.  315.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  transmit  to 
the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  not  later  than  June  30,  1968,  a  suggested 
draft  of  legislation  revising  and  codifying  the  general  and 
permanent  laws  relating  to  civil  works  projects  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  for  navigation,  beach  erosion  control,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  related  water  resources  development.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  also  submit  a  report  explaining  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation,  and  making  specific  reference  to  each  change  in  or 
omission  of  any  provision  of  existing  law. 

Sec.  316.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  make  a  study  of  the  need  for , 
and  the  feasibility  of,  the  Federal  Government  reimbursing 
States,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  other  public  entities, 
for  expenditures  incurred  by  them  in  connection  with  author¬ 
ized  projects  for  improvement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  hurricane  protec¬ 
tion,  beach  erosion  control,  and  other  water  resources  devel¬ 
opment  purposes,  to  the  extent  that  such  expenditures  are 


10S 

1  incurred  after  the  initiation  of  the  survey  studies  which  form 

2  the  basis  for  such  authorized  projects.  The  Secretary  shall 

3  report  to  Congress,  not  later  than  January  31,  1967,  the 

4  results  of  such  study  together  with  his  recommendations  in 

5  connection  therewith. 

6  Sec.  317.  Title  111  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
1  “River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965’\ 

Passed  the  Senate  July  27,  1965. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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POSTAGE  ANj/FEES  PAID 
U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  /GRICULTURE 


DF F ICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE 
"OR  INFORMATION  ONLY; 

'  TO  BE  QUOTED  OR  CITED) 


Air  pollution . 4 

Appropriations. ... .5,14,26 

Balance  of  payments . 25 

CCC . 5,40 

Cl aims ..................  39 

Cotton . . . 31 

Education, . . 20 

Expenditures . .... ....... 27 

F  arm  1  abor . . 28 

Farm  program . 34 

Fats  and  oil . .....2 

Flood  control . 37 

Food . 29 


Issued  Sept.  17,  1965 
Foraction/of  sept.  16,  1965 

89th-lst:  No.  171 


Food  additives, 21 

Food  prices. ...  y. . 12 

Foreign  aid. 11 , 32, 35 

Foreign  traded . 2 

Forestry. .  9 

Information. .  18 

Irrigation. . . , . . 19 

Lands ,  J\  ....... .  .19 

Legislative  program. .  14^  26 
Military  construction. .. 40 

Personnel . IQ,  33 

Population. ........... . V^9 

Public  Law  480 . . 


Public  works . 7 

Reclamation. .......6,16,36 

Roads . . . 8,17 

Small  business... . 38 

Stockpiling . . 23 

Sugar . . . 1 

Trading  stamps, ......  12, 13 

Transportation . 3 

Water  resources . 22 

Weights  and  measures. ...  15 

Wheat . 30 

Wildlife . 24 


IIGHLIGHTS:  House  committee  voted  to  report  sugar  bill.  \Rep.  Talcott  criticized 
Labor  Dept's  farm  labjdr  policies.  Rep.  Todd  inserted  article  re  problem  of  food 
relationship  to  enlarging  populations.  Rep.  Chamberlain  insWted  article  favor¬ 
ing  50-50  shipping/provision  on  wheat  shipments  to  Russia. 


SUGA, 
wj 


HOUSE 

The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
amendment  H.  R.  10496,  to  amend  and  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948\ 

D930 


FOREIGN  TRADE,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7969,  to  correct  \ 
certain  errors  in  the  U.  S.  Tariff  Schedules  (pp.  23180-4).  The  bill  inclu 
a  provision  for  duty-free  treatment  for  machines  with  photoelectric  sensing 


-  2  - 


devices  for  the  sorting,  on  the  basis  of  color  only,  of  beans,  peas,  nuts, 
or  similar  agricultural  products. 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  5768,  to  extend  for  an  additional 
'three  years,  until  Nov.  7,  1968,  the  existing  suspension  of  duties  on  Certain 
classifications  of  silk  yarn,  and  to  provide  for  a  study  of  the  feasibility 
of  'separate  classifications  for  yarns  of  man-made  fibers  commonly  referred  to 
as  tdsctured  of  texturized  yarns,  p.  23180 

The\Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  6S68,  to 
amend  the  Tariff  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  alteration  of  the  duties  on  the 
importation  of  copra,  palm  nuts,  and  palm  nut  kernels,  and  tj?e  oils 
therefrom  X).  Rept.  1012),  p.  23210 


3.  TRANSPORTATION/^  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  1588,  to  authorize  the 


Secretary  of  Corftmerce  to  undertake  research  and  develop 
ground  transportation  (H.  Rept.  1017).  pp,  23187-9 


aent  in  high-speed 


4.  AIR  POLLUTION.  The  $ules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 

S.  306,  to  amend  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of 
Federal  Air  Pollution  Control  Laboratory,  p.  ,23211 


5.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Received  the  conference  report  on 
this  bill,  H.  R.  10323,  whidh  includes  funds  to  repay  CCC  for  certain  family 
housing  projects  financed  fr<X,  foreign  qurrencies  (H.  Rept.  1018). 

PP,  23199-200 


6.  RECLAMATION,  The  Interior  and  Insi 
amendment  H.  R.  2020,  to  authorize 
project  (H.  Rept.  1011).  p.  232X0 


\x  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 
instruction  of  the  southern  Nevada  water 


7.  PUBLIC  WORKS,  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration 
of  S.  2300,  to  authorize  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  for  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation  and  flood  control, 
p.  23211 

voted  to  report  to  the ( 
.vide  for  scenic  development 


8.  ROADS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Public  Works  Comml 
full  committee  with /4nendments  H.  R.  11050,  to  p 
and  road  beautification  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 


system,  p.  D931 


9.  FORESTRY.  The  "JEfaily  Digest’1  states  that  the  Merchant 'Marine  and  Fisheries 
Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)\*,H.  R.  10198 
(subcommittee  discharged),  to  amend  the  requirements  relating  to  lumber  undei 
the  Shipping  Act  of  1916.”  pp.  D930-1 


PERSONNEL  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted  bo  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  969,  to  authorize  redeterminatioh  under  the 
Civilr  Service  Retirement  Act  of  annuities  of  certain  reemployed  annuitants, 
and/H.  J.  Res.  569,  to  require  a  cost-of-living  survey  to  be  made \e fore  the 
cca4t-of- living  allowance  for  Federal  employees  in  Puerto  Rico  and  tft^  Virgin 
stands  be  reduced,  p.  D931 

Rep.  Nelson  stated  that  "the  principle  of  a  nonpartisan,  politically 
insulated  Federal  employee  system  must  be  retained"  in  D.  C.  if  it  is 
granted  home  rule.  pp.  23193-4 


11. 


FOREIGN  AID.  Rep. Saylor  urged  a  reexamination  of  the  foreign  aid  program  to 
determine  if  it  "should  not  be  terminated  once  and  for  all  after  the 
current  fiscal  year."  pp.  23195-6 


89th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 

1st  Session  j  j  No.  1021 


CONSIDERATION  OF  S.  2300 


September  1G,  1965. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Young,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  Res.  588] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  588,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  170 

H.  RES.  588 

[Report  No.  1021] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 


September  16, 1965 

Mr.  Young,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing 

5  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 

6  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 

7  and  for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which  shall 

8  he  confined  to  the  hill  and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  three 

9  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman 

10  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Public 

11  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  imder  the  five- 

12  minute  rule  by  titles  instead  of  by  sections.  It  shall  be  in 
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order  to  consider  without  the  intervention  of  any  point  of 
order  the  substitute  amendment  recommended  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  now  in  the  bill  and  such  substitute 
for  the  purpose  of  amendment  shall  be  considered  under  the 
five-minute  rule  as  an  original  bill,  and  read  by  titles  instead 
of  by  sections.  At  the  conclusion  of  such  consideration  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with 
such  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  any  Mem¬ 
ber  may  demand  a  separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  of 
the  amendments  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  to 
the  bill  or  committee  substitute.  The  previous  question  shall 
be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit  with  or  without  instructions. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  water  pollution  bill.  House 

committee  reported/sugar  bill. 


HOUSE 


•  SUGAR,  /fhe  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  11135, 
the  Stfgar  Act  (H.  Rept.  1046).  p.  23759 


amend 


POLLUTION.  Eoth  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  4,  "the 
Water  Quality  Act  of  1965,  to  establish  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Administration,  to  provide  grants  for  research  and  development,  to  increase  grahts 
for  municipal  sewage  treatment  works,  to  authorize  establishment  of  water-quality 
standards,  etc.  This  bill  will  now  to  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  23670-1, 
23694-700 


S.  RIV.  RS-FARE0R3;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Eegan  debate  on  S.  2300,  the  river s-and -harbors 
and  flood- -control  bill.  pp.  23700-842 


<-2— 


4.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  -watershed  projects  as 


\  follows?  Zeigler  Creek,  Nebr.;  Elko,  Nev.;  Swan  Quarter,  N.  C.;  Frogville 

Okla.;  Chocolate,  Little  Chocolate,  and  Lynn  Bayou,  Texa;  to  Agriculture  Coim&t- 


tee.  Bayou  Boeuf,  La.;  Mauch  Chunk  Creek,  Pa.;  Middle  Creek,  Pa*;  and  OilyCreek, 
Pa.;x  to  Public  Works  Committee,  p.  23758 


5.  TRAVEL.\ Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  98,  to  continue  through  1966  the 
period  for  promotion  of  travel  in  the  U.  S.  This  measure  will  now  b^sent  to 
the  President,  pp.  23689-90 


\ 


6.  ELMER  THOMAS. \Bep.  Johnson,  Okla.,  spoke  in  memory  of  Elmer  Thojrias,  late  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Seriate  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee,  pp.  23690-1 


7.  ECONOMICS.  Rep.  Pitman  commended  the  President’s  economic  ppdicies .  pp. 
23743-^ 


8.  PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Beckwdrth  commended  the  Civil  Service  Commission’s  plans  for 
assurance  that’  summer  employees  will  be  selected  on  a/merit  basis  and  with  a 
broader  geographical  distribution,  pp.  23754-5 


9.  STATION  TRANSFERS.  The  Executive  and  Legislative  Tie organisation  Subcommittee  of 
the  Government  Operations  Ccmhittee  approved  H./R.  10607,  amended,  to  provide  for 
reimbursement  of  certain  moving, expenses  of  employees,  and  to  authorize  payment 
of  expenses  for  storage  of  househpld  goods  arid  personal  effects  of  employees 
assigned  to  isolated  duty  s t at i o n svwithin  tne  continental  U„  S.  p.  D947 


10.  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Subcommittee  ori\Cofrmunications  and  Power  of  the  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  approved  S.  1459,  amended,  to  exempt  REA  coopera¬ 
tives  from  Federal  Power  Commission /jurisdiction,  p.  D947 


11.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee 
S.  2084,  amended,  to  provide  fi 
the  Federal-aid  highway  systems • 


voted  to\report  (but  did  not  actually  report) 
scenic  development  and  road  beautification  of 

p.  D9U7 


12 .  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  Daftly  Digest  states  thai 
the  rivers-harbors  bill, /the  HemisFair  bill,  and 
p.  D946 


the  House  will  today  consider 
le  Dade  County  Center  bill.  ( 


SENATE 


13.  LEGAL  AID.  Passe^as  reported  S.  1758,  to  provide  for  th\right  of  persons  to 
be  represented  py  attorneys  in  matters  before  Federal  agencies,  pp.  23627-36 


14.  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Agreed  to  the  conferences  report  on  this 
bill,  H.  R/  9221,  which  includes  a  provision  authorizing  the  Defense  Department 
to  purchase  milk  for  enlisted  personnel  which  was  previously  furnished  without 
charge  py  CCC.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  23674-82 


15.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  rejiort  on 
thps  bill,  H.  R.  10323,  which  includes  funds  to  repay  CCC- for  certain  family 
housing  projects  financed  from  foreign  currencies.  This  bill  will  now  bes 
sent  to  the  President,  pp.  23682-86 


lfy.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee  S.  1769  and  H.  R.  6165,  which  give 
department  heads  discretion  as  to  whether  to  appoint  women,  p.  D945 
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When  serious  storms  occur  the  amount 
of  storm  water  coming  into  those  sewer 
^systems  is  such  that  the  treatment  plants 
cannot  handle  the  full  flow  and  a  part 
oi\the  untreated  sewage  gets  into  the 
stresuns  and  creates  serious  problems  of 
water\pollution.  Therefore,  we  will  have 
to  finckan  effective  method  in  dealing 
with  and.  controlling  this  problem,  and 
that  is  theypurpose  for  the  authorization 
of  $20  million  a  year  for  demonstration 
grants  in  thi/particular  field. 

The  bill  also  establishes  a  higher  prior¬ 
ity  within  the  Department  of  Commerce 
for  the  agency  dealing  with  this  problem. 
Therefore,  the  Public  Health  Service  has 
been  raised  in  stature  you  might  say  to 
an  agency  called  the\Water  Pollution 
Control  Administration  which  will  be  un¬ 
der  the  jurisdiction  of  ansAssistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  in  order  to  give  it 
the  status  required  to  deal  with  this  in¬ 
creasingly  important  problemX 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  conference  report  is 
a  good  conference  report.  It  represents 
an  effective  stride  forward  in  meeting  the 
needs  of  our  Nation  in  controlling  water 
pollution.  \ 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  convinced  that  the^ 
great  majority  of  the  people  of  our  Na¬ 
tion  and  all  of  the  conservation  groups 
of  our  Nation  are  most  desirous  that  the 
Congress  take  positive  action  along  these 
lines  in  order  to  deal  effectively  with  this 
difficult  problem. 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  compliment  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  as  well  as  the  chairman  of  this 
committee  and  the  other  members  of  the 
conference  committee  for  the  magnificent 
job  they  have  done  in  upholding  the 
House  position  and  in  bringing  back  what 
in  my  judgment  as  a  member  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee  is  one  of  the 
best  bills  we  have  ever  had  in  this  House 
of  Representatives. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
[Mr.  McCloryL  / 

Mr.  McCLORY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding  and  I  ,/too, 
want  to  compliment  the  gentleman^ from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik],  ana  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  .Cramer], 
as  well  as  all  of  the  members  of  the  con¬ 
ference  committee  who  brought  forth 
this  conference  committee/e  port. 

It  seems  to  me  that  th/report  resolves 
several  difficult  problerns  in  a  most  ap¬ 
propriate  and  admirable  way. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  familiarity  with  this 
subject  of  controLof  water  pollution  re¬ 
sults  in  large  part  from  my  service  dur¬ 
ing  the  last  session  when  I  served  on  the 
so-called  Jones  committee,  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  chaired  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  JfMiEs]  at  which  time  we  investi¬ 
gated/the  subject  of  water  pollution 
throughout  the  entire  Nation. 

As  a  result  of  this  experience  I  came 
t6  gain  a  great  respect  for  the  ability 
/and  record  of  progress  demonstrated  by 
some  of  the  local  and  State  agencies 


charged  with  this  responsibility  of  water 
pollution  control. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  delighted  to  see 
that  the  conference  committee  report 
and  the  bill  recognize  the  efficacy  of  these 
local  and  State  agencies. 

I  cannot  help  but  feel  that  responsi¬ 
bility  for  reducing  and  eliminating  water 
pollution  is  one  that  will  have  to  be  un¬ 
dertaken  in  the  long  run  by  the  local  and 
State  groups.  This  new  legislation 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  shifting  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  Washington.  Instead,  it 
should  be  noted  that  it  affords  direction 
and  guidance  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  challenges  the  local  and 
State  agencies  to  do  the  job  which  they 
are  charged  with  performing  under  the 
present  legislation  and  which  they  are 
capable  of  performing. 

We  should  not  have  any  illusions  about 
what  we  can  do  from  Washington.  We 
are  going  to  have  to  recognize  that  water 
pollution  problems  are  different  wher¬ 
ever  we  find  them,  and  each  one  differs 
from  every  other  problem.  While  wo7 
provide  funds,  while  we  provide  direc¬ 
tion,  while  we  provide  a  new  adminis¬ 
tration  for  the  purpose  of  resolving  the 
Sproblem  of  water  pollution,  at  the  same 
time  the  local  and  State  governments 
mkst  continue  with  their  responsibility. 

(Mr.  McCLORY  asked  and7  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
mar  ks\  / 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentlXnan  for  hist  excellent  state¬ 
ment.  I  vXnt  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  all  thh  conferees  and  to  the  able 
and  respected  chairman  of  our  full  com¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon],  for  xiis  support  and  for  his 
competence  and  tolerance  which  enabled 
us  to  come  hut  with  a.  workable  bill  that 
I  know  has  his  suppork 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  all  those 
who  aye  deeply  concerned*,  at  the  extent 
to  which  pollution  of  ouV  rivers  and 
streams  has  denied  our  people  the  clean 
wyfter  so  essential  for  our  health  and 
jVell-being  must  welcome  tnfc  long- 
/ delayed  appearance  here  today  \>f  the 
conference  report  on  the  Water  Quality 
Act  of  1965.  \ 

While  I  recognize  that  the  compromise 
bill  has  given  rise  to  some  doubt  about** 
the  speed  and  effectiveness  with  which 
the  essential  water  quality  standards  can 
be  agreed  on  and  implemented,  I  share 
the  conclusion  of  the  Daily  Journal  of 
Elizabeth,  N.J.,  that  the  legislation  will 
bolster  the  antipollution  cause  and  do 
much  long-range  good. 

Final  approval  of  this  bill  will  place  a 
heavy  responsibility  on  State  and  Fed¬ 
eral  officials  to  get  about  the  business  of 
cleaning  up  the  rivers  and  streams  of 
the  United  States,  so  many  of  which — 
because  of  years  of  pollution — have  be¬ 
come  virtually  unusable.  The  loss  of 
this  immense  supply  of  water  has  con¬ 
tributed  greatly  to  the  present  drought 
emergency  in  the  Northeast.  The  re¬ 
covery  of  the  water — through  enforce¬ 
ment  of  adequate  water  standards  and 
more  efficient  administration  of  water 
pollution  control  statutes,  which  this  bill 
will  make  possible — can  help  assure  a 
successful  attack  on  the  long-range 
threat  of  drought. 


As  a  part  of  my  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker, 

I  include  the  text  of  the  Daily  Journal 
editorial  of  September  17,  1965./ 

A  Water  Pollution  Bill  at  Zast 

A  compromise  nearly  5  months  (Overdue  has 
washed  away  the  barriers  to  ,  hew  Federal 
legislation  for  the  control  of  water  pollution. 
Its  significance  is  heightened'by  the  drought 
plight  of  the  Northeast  although,  of  course, 
the  benefits  will  not  come  quickly. 

The  bill  gives  the  States  until  July  1,  1967, 
to  set  water  quality  standards.  It  will  take 
a  long  time  to  clean/up  streams  and  rivers 
rendered  unusable  jZ  the  present  emergency 
by  industrial  contamination  which  has  been 
pouring  into  them  for  years. 

There’s  a  handy  example  in  the  open  sewer 
which  is  the  IJudson  River.  Earlier  this  year, 
the  harmful'  effects  of  industrial  pollution 
were  dramatized  for  New  Jersey  when  15,000 
trout  died  in  cyanide-tainted  waters  at  the 
State  hatchery  in  Hackettstown. 

Regrettably,  the  bill  had  to  be  weakened 
by  concessions  in  order  to  get  it  passed.  The 
Senate  measure,  adopted  January  28,  em¬ 
powered  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
/nd  Welfare  to  set  the  water  quality  stand¬ 
ards.  Under  the  revision  the  States  are  giv¬ 
en  the  opportunity  first. 

The  change  will  please  those  who  think 
the  Federal  Government  is  taking  away  too 
many  of  the  States  rights.  But  if  the  States 
would  meet  their  obligations,  there  would 
be  no  reason  for  Washington  to  do  what’s 
obviously  necessary. 

Officials  right  now  would  not  be  casting 
about  so  anxiously  for  sources  of  potable 
water  if  greater  attention  had  been  paid  by 
the  States  and  their  communities  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  pollution.  In  view  of  this  laxity, 
more  might  have  been  accomplished  faster 
by  having  the  HEW  Secretary  fix  the  water 
standards. 

Another  provision  in  the  compromise  ver¬ 
sion  could  be  used  as  a  stalling  tactic  by 
industry.  Companies  will  be  allowed  to  ap¬ 
peal  to  the  courts  for  exemptions  from  the 
standards. 

Watered  down  as  it  is,  though,  the  legis¬ 
lation  will  bolster  the  antipollution  cause. 
It  should  do  much  long-range  good. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  The  question  is  on  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that  the 
ayes  had  it. 

\  Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present,  and  make  the  point 
of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

Th&- .SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evident¬ 
ly  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  an<I  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  379>nays  0,  not  voting  53,  as 
follows:  \ 

[RolkNo.  313] 

YEASV-379 


Abbitt 

Annunzio\ 

Battin 

Abernethy 

Arends  \ 

Beckworth 

Adair 

Ashbrook 

\  Belcher 

Adams 

Ashley 

\BeU 

Addabbo 

Ashmore 

■Bennett 

Albert 

Aspinall 

Berry 

Anderson, 

Ayres 

Be\ts 

Tenn. 

Baldwin 

Bingham 

Andrews, 

Bandstra 

Blatnik 

Glenn 

Baring 

Boggs  \ 

Andrews, 

Barrett 

Boland  \ 

N.  Dak. 

Bates 

Bolling  \ 

23700 

\ 

Brademas 

Bray  \ 

Brooks  \ 

Broomfield 

Broyhill,  NIC- 

Buchanan  \ 

Burke 

Burleson 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cabell 

Cahill 

Callan 

Callaway 

Cameron 
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Grider 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gross 
Grover 
Gubser 
,  Gurney 
'Hagan,  Ga. 
ftagen,  Calif* 
H^ey 
Hah, 

HaUeck 


Halpefh 
Hamilton 
Hanley  v 

a*ji  Hanna  T', ,, 

arter  Hansen,  Ida^o  ( 

ederberg  Hansen,  Iowa,  ( 

eller  Hardy  ,  < 

hamberlain  Harsha  ^ 

helf  Harvey,  Ind. 

lancy  Harvey,  Mich, 

lark  Hathaway 

lausen,  Hawkins 

Don  H.  Hays 

lawson,  Del  Hebert 
leveland  Hechler 

'  avenger  Helstoskl 

'  —  Henderson 

Hicks 
Horton 
Howard 
Hull 

Hungate 
serr  Huot 

nan  Hutchinson 

ey  Xchord 

ner  Irwin 

ier  Jacobs 

ningham  Jarman 

tin  Jennings 

tis  joelson 

ue  Johnson,  Call!, 

iels  Johnson,  Okla. 

is,  Ga.  Johnson,  Pa. 

Is,  Wis.  Jonas 

rson  Jones,  Ala. 

a  Garza  Jones,  Mo. 

mey  Karsten 

,t  Karth 

Kastenmeier 
Kee 
Keith 
Kelly 
Keogh 
King,  Calif. 
King,  N  Y. 
King,  Utah 
Kirwan 
Kluczynskl 
Komegay 
Krebs 

vice-  Kunkel 
Tenn.  Laird 

Langen 
Latta 
Leggett 
Lennon 
Lipscomb 
i/ii  Long,  Md. 

rn  Love 

Jolo.  McCarthy 

McClory 

?enn.  McCulloch 

McDade 

in  McDowell 

McEwen 
l  McFall 

McGrath 
McMillan 
McVicker 
Macdonald 
'  MacGregor 

Machen 
erald  R.  Mackay 


Ala. 


Morris 
Morrison 
Morse 
Mosher 
Moss 
Multer 
Murphy,  HI. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Natcher 
Nedzi 
Nelsen 
Nix 

O’Hara,  Mich. 
O’Konski 
Olsen,  Mont. 
Olson,  Minn. 
O’Neal,  Ga. 
O’Neill,  Mass. 
Ottinger 
'Passman 
J>atman 
patten 
Pelly 

PeppV 
perking 

Philbin . 

Pickle 
Pike 
Pimie 
Poage 
Poff 
Pool 
Price 
pucinski 
Purcell 
Quie 
Quillen 
Race 
Randall 
Redlin 
Reid,  HI. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

•  Reifel 
Beinecke 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Roberts 

Robison 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Ronan 

Roncalio 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roush 

Rumsfeld 

Ryan 

Satterfield 

St  Germain 

St.  Onge 

Saylor 

Scheuer 

Schisler 

Schmidhauser 


Schneebeli 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Secrest 
Selden 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Sikes  / 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith,  Calif. 
)mith,  Iowa 
imith,  N.Y. 


Tuten 

Udall 

Ullman 

Utt 

Van  Deerlin 

Vanik 

Vigorito 

Vivian 

Waggonner 

Walker,  Miss. 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 


Fountain 

Mackie  , 

/  Smith,  Va. 

Fraser 

Mahon  / 

Stafford 

Friedel 

Marsh  / 

Staggers 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Martin,  Npfor. 

Stalbaum 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Mathias/ 

Stanton 

Fuqua 

Matsunaga 

Steed 

Garmatz 

Matthews 

Stubblefield 

Gathings 

May/ 

Sullivan 

Gettys 

M/ds 

Sweeney 

Giaimo 

Michel 

Talcott 

Gibbons 

Taylor 

Gilbert  / 

/Minish 

Teague,  Calif. 

Gilligan  / 

Mink 

Tenzer 

Gonzalez  / 

Minshall 

Thompson,  N.J, 

Goodell  / 

Mize 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Grabowskl 

MoeUer 

Todd 

Gray  / 

Monagan 

Trimble 

Greeat,  Oreg. 

Moore 

Tuck 

Green,  Pa. 

Moorhead 

Tunney 

G/feigg 

Morgan 

Tupper 

Watkins 

Watson 

Watts 

Weltner 

Whalley 

White,  Idaho 

White,  Tex. 

Whitten 

Widnall 

Williams 

Willis 

NAYS — 0 


Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson, 
Charles  H. 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 


Agriculture  have  until  midnight  tonight 
to  file  a  report  oh  the  bill  HJR..  11135. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentlemaj 
from  Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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Anderson,  HI. 
Andrews, 
George  W. 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bow 
Brock 

Brown,  Calif. 
Broyhill,  Va. 
Burton,  Calif. 
Burton,  Utah 
Casey 
Colmer 
Daddario 
Diggs 
Farnsley 
Farnum 
yFino 
Ford, 

\William  D. 


Frelinghuysen 

Gallagher 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Harris 

Herlong 

Holifleld 

HoUand 

Hosmer 

Landrum 

Lindsay 

Long,  La. 

Madden 

Mailliard 

Martin,  Ala. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Miller 

PoweU 

Resnick 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Roosevelt 


Roudebush 

Roybal 

Sisk 

Springer 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Teague,  Tex. 

Thomas 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Toll 

Whitener 
Morton 
Murray 
O’Brien 
O’Hara,  HI. 


to. 


the  conference  report  was  agreed 


ger. 

artin  of  Massa- 


Th\  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  TollNwith  Mr.  Mailliard. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Broyhill 
of  Virginia. 

Mr.  Long  of  T/Ouisiana  with  Mr.  Martin  of 
Alabama. 

Mr.  Holifleld  with  Mr.  Hosmer. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Idr.  Bow, 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texaswith  Mis.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Daddario  with  life.  Anderson  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  O’Brien  with  Mfv  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  RoudViush. 

Mr.  Miller  with  Mr.  Spfi 

Mr.  Herlong  with 
chusetts 

Mr.  Holland  withAIr.  Fino. 

Mr.  Roosevelt  with  Mr.  Morton? 

Mr.  George  w/  Andrews  with  Mr.  Brock. 

Mr.  Rogers  fit  Texas  with  Mr.  Barton  of 
Utah.  / 

Mr.  Roybal  with  Mr.  Lindsay. 

Mr.  Thomas  with  Mr.  Farnum. 

Mr.  Whitener  with  Mr.  Gallagher. 

Mr.  Stephens  with  Mr.  Burton  of  Califd! 
nia.  / 

r_.  Brown  of  California  with  Mr.  Harris. 
_/lr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  William  D.  Ford. 
^Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Resnick. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Farnsley. 

Mrs.  Hansen  of  Washington  with  Mr.  Diggs. 

Mr.  Casey  with  Mr.  Bonner. 

Mr.  Madden  with  Mr.  O’Hara  of  Illinois. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  _ 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  all  Members  have 
5  legislative  days  in  which  to  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  conference  report 
just  adopted. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD 

CONTROL 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  588  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration.  « 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

H.  Res.  588 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (S. 
2300)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes.  After  general 
debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  three  hours, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall 
be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five-min¬ 
ute  rule  by  titles  instead  of  by  sections.  It 
shall  be  in  order  to  consider  without  the 
intervention  of  any  point  of  order  the  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment  recommended  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  now  in  the  bill 
and  such  substitute  for  the  purpose  of 
amendment  shall  be  considered  under  the 
five-minute  rule  as  an  original  bill,  and  read 
by  titles  instead  of  by  sections.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  such  consideration  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  any  Member  may  demand  a 
separate  vote  in  the  House  on  any  of  the 
amendments  adopted  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  to  the  bill  or  committee  sub¬ 
stitute.  The  previous  question  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  with  or  without  instructions. 


COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Califor¬ 
nia  [Mr.  Smith]  and  pending  that  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  YOUNG  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  588  makes  in  order  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  S.  2300  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
Federal  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  rule  provides  for  3 
hours  of  debate.  It  is  an  open  rule.  It 
waives  points  of  order  and  it  makes  in 
order  the  substitute  amendments  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  committee  and  as  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill. 

As  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  covers  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  cer¬ 
tain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors 
and  flood  control. 

The  last  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  dealing  with 
this  subject  was  enacted  in  1962.  There 
is,  on  the  average,  an  omnibus  bill  which 
has  been  brought  up  in  the  past  every  2 
to  4  years. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  covers  144  proj¬ 
ects  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1.97  billion 
in  41  States. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  588. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  myself  such  time  as  I 
may  consume. 

(Mr.  SMITH  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  SMITH  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  gentleman  from  Texas  has 
explained  the  rule  in  accordance  with 
my  understanding  and  I  concur  in  the 
remarks  which  he  has  made  in  that 
respect. 

In  addition  thereto,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  break  the  bill  down  briefly. 

Mr.  Speaker,  title  I  is  the  “Northeast¬ 
ern  US.  Water  Supply.”  This  title  would 
authorize  an  overall  regional  plan  for 
meeting  the  future  supply  needs  of  the 
megalopolis  now  developing  along  the 
northeastern  seaboard.  The  plan  will 
provide  for  a  system  of  major  reservoirs, 
aqueducts  between  river  basins,  and  puri¬ 
fication  plants. 

The  title  further  provides  that  any 
works  proposed  must  be  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  by  law.  The  usual  procedure 
for  formulation  of  such  plans,  include 
coordination  with  State,  Federal,  and  in¬ 
terstate  agencies  which  is  a  prerequisite 
to  such  enactment.  The  plan  is  to  be  a 
combination  of  Federal  and  non-Federal 
works. 

Mr.  Speaker,  title  II  has  to  do  with 
flood  control  projects. 

This  title  seeks  to  expedite  works  on 
smaller  water  resources  development 
projects.  Presently,  such  projects  are 
generally  included  in  omnibus  river  and 
harbor  bills  and  are  subject  to  the  same 
time  consuming  authorization  procedures 
as  are  the  major  projects. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  title’s  enactment  will 
enable  the  committee  to  review  such 
projects  and  approve  them  by  resolution, 
action  similar  to  that  used  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  under  the  Water¬ 
shed  Flood  Prevention  Act  of  1944,  and 
the  GSA  under  the  Public  Buildings  Act 
of  1959. 

Mr.  Speaker,  projects  under  title  II  are 
found  in  the  report  on  pages  13  to  146, 
inclusive.  The  title  covers  88  projects, 
at  a  Federal  cost  estimated  at  about  $1.6 
billion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  title  HI  is  the  beach 
erosion  control  projects  program.  A 
list  of  the  projects  contained  under  this 
title  can  be  found  at  pages  151  through 
235.  There  are  56  projects  totaling  some 
$348  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  section  310  of  the  bill  is 
an  interesting  section  in  that  it  amends 
the  existing  authority  available  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct  small 
navigation  and  beach  control  projects 
without  specific  congressional  authori¬ 
zation,  by  increasing  the  current  Fed¬ 
eral  cost  limitation  to  $500,000  per  proj¬ 
ect.  The  total  appropriation  for  one 
fiscal  year  is  increased  to  $10  million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  assume  that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  have  received  the  same  letter  that  I 
received  from  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [,Mr.  Baldwin].  He  objects  to 


three  items  in  this  particular  bill  and  I 
want  to  mention  those  as  I  am  sure  he 
will  go  into  detail  on  them  later  during 
the  general  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  project  has  to  do  with 
the  $227  million  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project  on  the  St.  John  River  in  Maine. 

The  second  project  to  which  he  ob¬ 
jects  and  to  which  an  amendment  I  un¬ 
derstand  will  be  offered  to  delete,  has  to 
do  with  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  on  the  Cheat  River  in  West  Virginia. 

The  third  project  has  to  do  with  the 
Federal-private  development  of  power 
in  connection  with  two  dams  authorized 
by  this  bill  to  be  built  on  the  Flint  River 
in  Georgia. 

In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
in  receipt,  as  I  .suppose  my  colleagues 
are,  of  a  letter  from  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark!  who  is  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  first  project  mentioned 
under  Mr.  Baldwin’s  letter,  namely,  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  located 
on  the  St.  John  River  in  Maine. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of  no  objection 
to  the  rule  itself. 

I  reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing  the  con¬ 
struction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  S.  2300,  with  Mr. 
Rostenkowski  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  desires  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon!. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
we  are  submitting  today  is  S.  2300  or 
the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 
control  bill.  Although  it  is  identified  as 
a  Senate  bill,  it  really  is  a  new  piece  of 
legislation  drawn  up  in  the  Public  Works 
Committee. 

The  members  of  our  committee  have 
done  an  outstanding  job  in  bringing  this 
bill  to  the  floor.  I  wish  to  publicly  ac¬ 
knowledge  the  experienced  skills  of  the 
chairman  of  the  Flood  Control  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Bob  Jones!,  and  the  chairman  of 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Subcommittee, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
John  Blatnik!  . 

After  the  Senate  completed  action  on 
its  bill,  our  committee  was  given  many, 
many  amendments  to  it.  Because  they 
were  so  numerous  and  complex  and  so 
many  changes  were  made  in  the  original 


version,  we  struck  out  all  the  language 
of  the  Senate  bill  and  are  now  presenting 
the  Public  Works  Committee  bill  as  one 
big  amendment.  We  did  this  with  a  view 
to  clarity  and  saving  of  time. 

S.  2300,  as  amended,  is  an  omnibus  bill 
similar  in  all  aspects  with  similar  legis¬ 
lation  which  has  been  passed  regularly 
by  many  previous  Congresses — in  inter¬ 
vals  of  2  to  4  years.  The  last  major 
omnibus  bill  was  in  1962. 

However,  I  ask  your  indulgence  of  a 
few  minutes  to  explain  that  this  omnibus 
bill  is  by  no  means  a  matter  of  routine, 
or  the  usual  and  expected. 

This  year  we  were  presented  with  one 
crisis  after  another — largely  due  to 
either  too  much  water,  or  not  enough 
water. 

Weeks  before  this  89th  Congress  as¬ 
sembled,  we  were  confronted  with  the 
unprecedented  devastation  caused  by  the 
Christmastime  floods  in  the  Northwest¬ 
ern  States. 

We  were  still  studying  the  enormous 
destruction  to  this  region’s  economy  and 
its  people  when  the  upper  Mississippi 
Basin  areas  were  hit  by  floods  in  April 
and  May. 

The  rampaging  floods  in  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  had  not  abated,  when  he  experi¬ 
enced  another  disaster  in  the  San  An¬ 
tonio  area  in  May.  Then  in  June  we 
were  struck  with  even  more  floods  in  Col¬ 
orado,  Kansas,  and  Nebraska.  Then,  as 
we  are  all  aware,  we  have  the  critical 
drought  conditions  in  the  Eastern  States 
from  Maine  to  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  We 
have  water  problems  virtually  in  every 
area  of  the  Nation. 

To  repeat,  this  omnibus  bill  is  not  the 
usual  presentation.  The  challenge  to 
the  very  future  of  our  country  rests  in 
what  we  do  with  our  natural  resources, 
especially  water,  but  the  demands  to  do 
something  about  them  extends  to  flood 
control,  river  development^,  water  pol¬ 
lution,  navigation  and  preservation  of 
our  open  spaces  and  recreational  areas, 
which  are  diminishing  at  too  rapid  a 
rate  for  our  expanding  population. 

Willingness  to  meet  these  challenges 
are  embodied  in  this  legislation.  There 
was  willingness  before,  but  now,  it  is 
of  utmost  urgency  that  we  do  more. 

There  are,  frankly,  many  items  in  this 
report  which  were  questioned  by  the 
committee.  I  insisted  that  this  be  done, 
before  we  acted  favorably  on  them.  This 
is  one  reason  that  the  committee  spent  5 
weeks  in  consideration  of  the  various 
proposals. 

Also,  there  are  other  worthwhile  pro¬ 
posals  which  are  not  included  in  this  bill. 
These  must  have  adequate  hearings  *and 
consideration,  and  that  explains  their  ab¬ 
sence  here.  This  is  why  we  plan  an  an¬ 
nual  omnibus  bill  in  future  years.  There 
are,  however,  144  projects  in  this  omni¬ 
bus  bill,  and  I  assure  the  House  that  every 
one  of  them  was  included  only  after  long 
consideration  and  with  full  appreciation 
for  their  necessity  in  these  critical  times 
of  natural  upheavals,  affecting  our  na¬ 
tional  life. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  this  year  has  been  extremely 
busy.  The  membership  has  been  acutely 
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aware  of  the  needs  of  our  country  and  its 
people,  now  and  for  future  years.  This 
omnibus  bill  is  really  a  blueprint  for  long- 
delayed  remedies  on  a  national  scale.  In 
that  light,  we  present  it  to  the  House, 
with  the  hope  that  it  will  agree. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  distinguished,  able,  and  dedicated 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Rivers 
and  Flood  Control,  such  time  as  he  may 
desire. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  S.  2300,  the  rivers  and  harbors  and 
flood  control  bill  for  1965,  is  a  result  of 
diligent  work  on  the  part  of  all  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

I  should  like  to  add,  in  addition,  that 
never  in  my  19  years  of  service  on  the 
committee  have  I  seen  such  a  coopera¬ 
tive  spirit,  such  a  display  of  talents,  and 
such  hard  work.  There  was  a  spirit  of 
cooperative  thinking,  work,  and  applica¬ 
tion  for  a  total  effort.  No  one  could  have 
worked  better  in  harmony  and  more 
zealously  than  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Baldwin],  the  ranking  mi¬ 
nority  member.  We  carefully  analyzed 
and  examined  all  the  projects  that  were 
presented  to  the  committee  as  well  as 
the  subject  matter  of  the  legislative  pro¬ 
posals  contained  in  the  bill. 

This  bill  includes  144  individual  pro¬ 
jects,  and  the  total  amount  which  would 
be  authorized  is  $1,970,228,000.  The  pro¬ 
jects  are  located  in  41  States  and  cover 
flood  control,  navigation,  water  supply 
and  related  matters. 

The  Senate  held  extensive  hearings  on 
S.  2300  and  passed  a  bill  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  We  held  5  weeks  of  hearings 
on  various  projects  and  related  mat¬ 
ters  which  were  before  the  committee 
and  eligible  for  consideration  in  a  bill 
of  this  kind.  The  total  amount  involved 
in  both  the  House  and  Senate  version  is 
substantially  the  same. 

The  bill  has  three  separate  titles.  Title 
I  is  concerned  with  water  supply  for  the 
Northeastern  United  States.  Title  II  is 
flood  control  and  related  functions.  Title 
III  is  navigation  and  beach  erosion.  In 
title  n  and  III,  there,  in  addition  to  in¬ 
dividual  projects  which  are  recommended 
for  authorization,  a  number  of  individual 
sections  dealing  with  items  of  general 
or  specific  policy,  and  with  provisions  for 
authorizing  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to 
carry  on  general  investigations  on  new 
projects.  In  title  II,  flood  control,  there 
are  88  flood  control  and  multiple-purpose 
projects,  with  a  total  authorization  of 
$1,622,159,000. 

In  title  HI  there  are  47  navigation 
projects,  and  9  beach  erosion  control 
propects,  totaling  $348  million.  As  I 
mentioned  before,  the  total  amount  of 
authorization  provided  for  in  this  bill  is 
$1,970,228,000. 

The  committee  is  considering  action 
on  the  bill  decided  that  the  numerous 
amendments  that  would  be  required  to 
S.  2300  indicated  the  advisability  of  pre¬ 
paring  a  new  bill  and  striking  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  a  substitute  which  appears  in 
the  reported  bill. 


In  addition  to  the  individual  projects 
which  would  be  authorized  in  this  bill, 
the  committee  has  included  two  specific 
authorizations  which  it  considers  are 
needed  and  justified.  The  first  is  title  I 
of  the  bill  which  gives  authority  for  a 
comprehensive  planning  program,  fol¬ 
lowed  up  by  a  construction  program  if 
authorized  by  the  Congress,  to  attempt 
to  solve  the  water  supply  problem  of  the 
Northeastern  United  States.  The  com¬ 
mittee  feels  it  would  be  folly  for  the  Na¬ 
tion  to  disregard  the  warning  which  has 
been  evident  over  the  past  several  years. 
Many  times  in  the  past  this  country  has 
recognized  that  with  the  growing  com¬ 
plexity  of  social  problems,  it  has  become 
difficult  for  a  solution  to  be  achieved  by 
individuals  or  local  governmental  units. 
The  transition  from  the  primitive  water 
supply  system  of  wells  in  local  streams 
has  long  since  been  superseded  by  metro¬ 
politan  water  supplies.  We  have  now 
reached  the  point  where  metropolitan 
water  supplies  are  themselves  no  longer 
able  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  the  people  in 
large  metropolitan  areas  without  some 
degree  of  dependence  upon  consideration 
of  water  supply  in  adjoining  basins. 

Title  I  of  the  bill,  therefore,  would 
recognize  this  need  and  would  provide 
for  a  plan  and  ultimate  construction  of 
reservoirs  and  distribution  works  for  the 
northeastern  United  States,  where  the 
need  for  water  supply  is  most  severely 
felt.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  the 
provisions  of  title  I  would  also  recognize 
the  necessity  for  cooperating  with  the 
States  and  with  the  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  in  the  formulation  of  such  plans, 
and  would  specifically  provide  that  the 
provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Plan¬ 
ning  Act — Public  Law  89-80 — would  be 
completely  recognized  and  would  be  ac¬ 
tually  complemented  by  the  provisions 
of  title  I. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  other  major  legis¬ 
lative  item  in  the  bill  is  the  provision  in 
section  201  that  provides  that  projects 
may  be  approved  by  the  Committees  on 
Public  Works  of  the  House  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  if  the  total  Federal  cost  does  not 
exceed  $10  million.  This  proviso  is 
agreed  to  by  all  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  will  tend  to  reduce  the  enormous 
burden  which  now  is  imposed  upon  the 
Congress  by  requiring  individual  con¬ 
sideration  of  a  hash  of  small  projects. 
This  is  exactly  the  same  principle  and 
the  same  proviso  that  was  included  in 
the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1959,  and  in 
the  Small  Watershed  Projects  Act  of 
the  Soil  Conservation  Service.  It 
streamlines  the  provisions  of  the  present 
law  for  water  resource  projects  in  the 
same  way  that  the  program  for  public 
buildings  and  watershed  were  stream¬ 
lined  many  years  ago. 

Water — the  emerging  water  crisis  in 
the  Northeastern  portion  of  our  coun¬ 
try,  the  responsibility  of  the  National 
Government  and  the  development  of 
practical  means  through  cooperation  at 
all  levels  of  government  for  dealing  with 
this  grave  problem — these  are  the 
themes  of  title  I  of  S.  2300. 

Its  genesis  is  an  imperative  human 
need.  At  stake  are  the  health,  welfare, 
indeed,  the  very  lives  of  the  more  than 
30  million  Americans  now  living  in  the 
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vast  metropolitan  concentration  along 
the  Atlantic  seaboard  from  New  Eng¬ 
land  to  the  Nation’s  Capital. 

The  Congress  of  the  United  States 
needs  no  demonstration  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  water  to  human  welfare.  We 
are,  all  of  us,  keenly  aware  of  the  per¬ 
vasive  necessity  of  water  for  the  normal 
functions  of  life.  But,  only  in  compara¬ 
tively  recent  years,  with  rising  popula¬ 
tion  and  particularly  the  increasing 
concentration  of  our  people  within  met¬ 
ropolitan  areas,  improving  standards  of 
living  and  the  growing  dependence  of 
industrial  technology  upon  enormous 
volumes  of  water,  have  most  Americans 
begun  to  realize  that  water  supplies  from 
customary  sources  are  not  inexhaustible. 

Congress,  of  course,  has  long  recog¬ 
nized  the  water  problems  of  the  arid 
portions  of  our  country  and  for  many 
years  has  approved  and  supported  Fed¬ 
eral  action  to  provide  the  great  irriga¬ 
tion  and  reclamation  works  upon  which 
the  very  existence  of  modem  civiliza¬ 
tion  in  the  Western  States  depends.  In¬ 
deed,  the  Hoover  Dam  on  the  Colorado 
River  constructed  by  the  Bureau  of  Rec¬ 
lamation  is  a  vital  element  in  the  growth 
of  southern  California,  where  the  city 
of  Los  Angeles  and  many  other  commu¬ 
nities  with  a  population  of  some  5  mil¬ 
lion  people  are  dependent  to  a  major 
degree  upon  the  Colorado  River  aque¬ 
duct  of  the  Metropolitan  Water  District 
of  Southern  California  which  conveys 
water  from  the  Colorado  Basin  to  the 
Pacific  coast. 

A  measure  of  Federal  responsibility 
for  water  supply  generally  was  accepted 
in  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958  with 
respect  to  the  incorporation  of  water 
supply  storage  in  Federal  multipurpose 
reservoirs. 

Again  in  1961,  the  Congress,  by  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Water  Pollution  Control  Act, 
authorized  inclusion  in  Federal  reser¬ 
voirs  of  storage  for  regulation  of  stream- 
flow  for  water  quality  control  as  a  Fed¬ 
eral  responsibility. 

And  in  this  very  session  of  Congress, 
the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  was 
enacted  with  a  policy  statement  to  the 
effect  that: 

In  order  to  meet  the  rapidly  expanding 
demands  for  water  throughout  the  Nation, 
it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
Congress  to  encourage  the  conservation,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  utilization  of  water  and  re¬ 
lated  land  resources  of  the  United  States  on 
a  comprehensive  basis  with  the  cooperation 
of  all  affected  Federal  agencies,  States,  local 
governments,  and  others  concerned. 

This  developing  congressional  recogni¬ 
tion  of  the  national  interest  in  water  sup¬ 
ply  problems  is  well  founded. 

In  the  highly  competent  and  compre¬ 
hensive  report  of  the  President’s  Water 
Resources  Policy  Commission  published 
in  1950,  it  is  stated: 

There  is  a  pressing  need  for  improved  co¬ 
operation  in  the  planning  of  river  and  drain¬ 
age  basin  studies  which  necessarily  involve 
municipal  water  supplies.  *  *  *  The  con¬ 
tinuing  expansion  of  urban  population  and 
industry  will  require  expanding  volumes  of 
water.  Planning  for  the  development  of 
river  systems  and  drainage  basins  for  the  best 
multipurpose  use  should,  In  the  broad  na¬ 
tional  interest,  take  into  consideration  aU 
problems  of  industrial  and  domestic  water 
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supply  which  directly  Involve  the  great  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  people  of  the  Nation. 

Former  President  Eisenhower  com¬ 
mented  on  the  emerging  water  crisis  in 
these  words : 

If  we  are  to  advance  agriculturally  and 
industrially  we  must  make  the  best  use  of 
every  drop  of  water  which  falls  on  our  soil  or 
can  be  extracted  from  the  oceans. 

The  late  President  Kennedy,  concerned 
with  the  pressure  of  new  demands  for 
water,  in  a  message  to  Congress  stated 
that: 

Our  goal,  therefore.  Is  to  have  sufficient  wa¬ 
ter,  sufficiently  clean,  In  the  right  place  at 
the  right  time  to  serve  the  range  of  human, 
and  Industrial  needs. 

President  Lyndon  B.  Johnson — then 
Vice  President — in  his  dedication  of  the 
late,  great  Senator  Robert  S.  Kerr’s  book 
entitled  “Land,  Wood,  and  Water,”  said: 

To  the  Nation  collectively,  the  growing  wa¬ 
ter  crisis  Is  just  as  urgent  as  It  was  to  me 
personally  when  my  family  was  stranded  and 
my  property  menaced.  In  fact,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  water  management  Is  a  deci¬ 
sive  tool  in  our  mighty  struggle  for  national 
security  and  world  peace.  The  best  control 
and  use  of  this  precious  resource  is  the  key 
to  progress  here  and  elsewhere.  * 

A  keen  sense  of  the  urgency  of  the 
problem  is  reflected  in  the  report  of  the 
Select  Committee  on  National  Water  Re¬ 
sources  under  the  chairmanship  of  Sen¬ 
ator  Kerr.  There  the  committee  stated: 

Human  existence  depends  on  water.  The 
pervasiveness  of  water  is  revealed  dramatic¬ 
ally,  yet  simply,  in  the  initial  verses  of  Gene¬ 
sis’  stirring  account  of  the  creation.  Science 
tells  us  that  the  earliest  forms  of  life  began 
in  the  vast  oceans  of  the  primeval  earth.  We 
know  that  the  human  body  is  over  70  percent 
water.  Without  water,  life  as  we  know  it 
would  perish  from  the  earth. 

This  precious  mineral  has  been  a  key  to 
man’s  advancement  since  before  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  recorded  history.  In  addition  to 
personal  uses,  we  need  it  to  grow  our  crops, 
to  water  our  stock,  to  move  our  heavy  car¬ 
goes,  to  dispose  of  our  wastes.  Many  manu¬ 
facturing  processes  depend  on  water.  It  is 
the  universal  solvent,  the  universal  coolant. 
We  use  it  to  power  our  industry.  And  when 
our  work  is  done,  we  find  water  is  essential 
to  much  of  our  recreational  activity. 

The  earliest  civilizations  were  established 
where  water  supplies  were  available.  Re¬ 
corded  history  began  in  the  valleys  of  the 
Tigris  and  Euphrates,  and  the  Nile.  Many 
historians  believe  that  the  decline  and  dis¬ 
appearance  from  the  face  of  the  earth  of  an¬ 
cient  civilizations  in  many  of  the  arid  or 
semiarid  regions  began  with  the  failure  to 
properly  use  their  available  water  resources. 
And  today,  water  is  assuming  ever-increasing 
importance,  as  civilization’s  needs  for  water 
and  water  related  products  and  services  grow. 
Areas  of  this  globe  that  will  thrive,  or  even 
survive,  will  be  determined  by  the  availabil¬ 
ity  of  water  resources  and  their  wise  use  to 
serve  man. 

With  its  abundant  supply  of  good  water, 
and  its  advanced  technology  and  skills,  the 
United  States  need  never  suffer  for  lack  of 
water.  Water  shortages  can  be  alleviated. 
The  lack  of  water  need  not  limit  our  eco¬ 
nomic  destiny.  But  positive  action  must  be 
substituted  for  complacency.  There  is  work 
to  be  done,  work  to  develop  and  use  the 
abundant  resources  placed  in  our  custody 
by  a  munificent  providence,  work  to  develop 
the  practices  and  techniques  which  will  per¬ 
mit  ever-increasing  needs  to  be  filled  within 
the  finite  limits  of  the  resources  we  have. 


And  it  was  Senator  Kerr,  with  the 
foresight  of  deep  knowledge,  who  pin¬ 
pointed  the  grave  problem  with  which 
we  seek  to  deal  in  title  I  of  the  pending 
bill.  In  his  brilliant  book,  “Land,  Wood 
and  Water,”  he  underscored  the  grow¬ 
ing  danger  to  our  national  welfare  in 
these  words : 

Some  40  million  Americans  today  are  tee¬ 
tering  on  the  edge  of  a  serious  water  short¬ 
age.  *  *  *  This  is  true  all  the  way  from 
Long  Beach,  Calif.,  to  Baltimore,  Md.  New 
Yorkers  were  urged  to  limit  drastically  their 
use  of  water  in  a  recent  dry  year,  before 
works  to  bring  in  their  new  supply  from 
the  Delaware  River  could  be  completed.” 

This  is  an  emergency  looking  in  our  win¬ 
dows.  Our  growing  civilization  can  be  rudely 
jolted,  if  not  checked,  by  lack  of  water  in 
the  taps.  It  can  be  as  threatening  to  sur¬ 
vival  as  the  missiles  which  tower  on  the 
launching  pads.  We  can  learn  from  the  les¬ 
sons  of  Oklahoma  City  and  Washington  and 
New  York  and  wherever  shortages  have  im¬ 
periled  the  lives  of  our  cities.  We  can  be¬ 
queath  our  children  cities  of  iron  and  stone 
and  aluminum,  but  we  had  better  be  sure 
we  give  them  the  water  to  make  them 
liveable. 

This  wisdom  has  guided  your  commit¬ 
tee  in  its  search  for  a  fruitful  approach 
to  what  may  well  be  the  most  critical 
domestic  problem  of  our  time. 

We  have  sought  a  plan  of  action  which 
can  be  initiated  now,  for  there  is  no  time 
to  lose.  It  is  later  than  most  of  us  can 
yet  imagine  until  the  specter  of  drought 
directly  touches  our  own  lives.  The 
Corps  of  Engineers  is  a  force  in  being 
with  the  know-how,  the  skills  and  the 
experience  to  proceed  at  once  to  develop 
a  plan  of  action.  In  countless  disasters 
we  have  called  upon  the  corps.  It  has 
never  been  found  wanting  in  dedication 
and  competence.  It  will  not  fail  us  now. 

We  have  sought  a  program  also  which 
will  bring  to  bear  the  wisdom  and  con¬ 
cern  of  all  affected  groups,  agencies  of 
government — National,  State,  and  local, 
as  well  as  private  interests.  Under  the 
proposed  legislation,  as  explained  in  the 
committee’s  report  there  will  be  no  con¬ 
flict  with  existing  law  and  policy  in  the 
matter  of  river  basin  planning  under  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act,  for  the 
committee  seeks  coordination  of  plans 
developed  under  that  act  in  the  light  of 
the  transcendent  problem  of  the  entire 
Northeastern  region.  Nor  will  there  be 
any  impairment  of  the  existing  interstate 
compacts  or  other  governmental  or  pri¬ 
vate  interests.  For,  applicable  statutes 
and  directives  will  assure  consultation 
and  cooperation,  prior  to  authorization 
of  recommended  works  in  accordance 
with  law. 

Finally,  the  committee  has  sought  an 
approach  sufficiently  comprehensive  to 
deal  fully  with  all  ramifications  and  as¬ 
pects  of  the  problem.  National  intiative 
and  a  framework  for  requisite  national 
action  are  imperative.  Just  as  in  the 
case  of  flood  control,  the  problem  tran¬ 
scends  local  and  State  authority  and 
range.  Water  supplies  for  the  rising 
concentrations  of  populations  along  the 
eastern  seaboard  are  alread  dependent 
upon  multi-State  sources.  A  unified  sys¬ 
tem  of  supply  must  eventually  be  found 
for  the  entire  complex  of  related  urban 
and  suburban  communities.  The  Fed¬ 


eral  responsibility  cannot  be  ignored 
without  endangering  the  health  and  wel¬ 
fare  of  millions. 

We,  therefore,  offer  the  Congress,  not 
a  solution,  for  that  is  the  goal  we  seek, 
but  an  approach  with  the  potential  for 
a  solution,  comprehensive  in  scope,  sen¬ 
sitive  to  the  variety  and  complexity  of 
the  interests  involved  and  capable  of 
activation  soon  enough  to  forestall  a 
national  disaster.  If  we  fail  to  act  now — 
wisely  and  effectively — we  shall  be  an¬ 
swerable  for  the  suffering  of  millions  of 
our  fellow  citizens  and  for  a  major  im¬ 
pairment  to  the  future  welfare  of  our 
country.  We  must  not  fail. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  gentleman’s  yielding  to  me. 

I  might  say  that  it  was  a  privilege  until 
this  year  to  serve  with  the  gentleman 
who  is  now  in  the  well,  on  the  great 
Committee  on  Public  Works  in  the  House 
of  Representatives.  I  miss  my  work  on 
that  committee  and  I  have  missed  work¬ 
ing  with  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  should  like 
to  say  that  during  the  gentleman’s  tenure 
on  the  committee  he  was  the  most  effec¬ 
tive  and  attentive  member  that  we  had. 
We  have  a  pleasant  memory  of  his  serv¬ 
ice  on  the  committee. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much.  I 
should  like  to  congratulate  him  and  also 
my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Baldwin],  on  the  interest 
and  concern  that  they  have  both  shown 
in  the  problems  of  the  Northeast  with 
respect  to  water. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  should  like  to  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  that  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Baldwin],  who  is  coauthor 
of  title  I,  and  I  do  not  live  in  the  areas 
affected,  but  we  did  recognize  that  a  na¬ 
tional  problem  there  did  exist,  and  there¬ 
fore  we  should  address  ourselves  to  it 
promptly.  That  is  what  we  have  earn¬ 
estly  sought  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  like  most 
of  my  colleagues  from  New  York,  Dela¬ 
ware,  New  Jersey,  and  Pennsylvania, 
under  date  of  September  14  this  year  I 
received  from  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission  a  copy  of  a  resolution 
stating  that  title  I,  to  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  been  addressing  himself,  would, 
in  the  words  of  the  resolution: 

Cause  a  major  redistribution  of  govern¬ 
mental  responsibilities  within  the  Federal 
Government  and  as  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  the  States,  regional  agen¬ 
cies,  and  local  governments. 

Will  the  gentleman  comment  on  that 
particular  point? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  turn  to  page 

II  of  the  report,  commenting  on  title  I 
of  the  bill  he  will  find  the  language  spe¬ 
cifically  setting  forth  that  we  were  not 
to  trespass  upon  the  authority  or  the 
sovereignty  or  the  capabilities  of  the 
Delaware  Commission.  We  stated  spe¬ 
cifically  that  we  were  giving  them  an- 
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other  tool,  because  they  are  the  ones  to 
implement  this  program  in  the  area.  We 
thought  we  were  enhancing  their  role  in 
water  resource  development,  not  dimin¬ 
ishing  it. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  The  gentleman  refers 
to  page  11,  in  which  it  is  stated: 

The  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  that 
the  legislation  envisioned  in  title  I  will  result 
in  no  impairment  of  existing  interstate  com¬ 
pacts,  such  as  the  Delaware  River  compact, 
the  New  England  compact,  and  others. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  sec¬ 
tion  203  of  the  bill  requires  the  same  re¬ 
porting  system  that  is  contained  in  the 
Flood  Control  Act,  section  8,  of  1944,  so 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  could  not  trans¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  a  report  involving  the 
territory  or  jurisdiction  of  the  Delaware 
Commission  without  its  comment,  as  is 
presently  done  under  existing  law. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  one  moment  fur¬ 
ther,  is  not  the  point  here  perhaps  that 
the  Delaware  River  Basin  Commission 
has  misunderstood  this  legislation? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  would  pre¬ 
sume  so. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Precisely  this — that 
-  there  would  be  no  change  under  title  I  of 
the  existing  congressional  procedures  re¬ 
quiring  first  authorization  of  any  project 
that  might  be  fitted  into  such  plan  as  the 
gentleman  envisions;  and,  second,  an 
appropriation  by  the  Congress  of  the 
necessary  funds  to  go  forward  with  that 
project? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  We  have  the 
same  authorization  scheme  that  we  have 
used  historically  and  are  doing  again  with 
the  provisions  of  titles  I  and  II  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  where  it  is 
stated  in  title  I,  section  10,  that  the  plan 
shall  provide  for  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  so  forth  of  these  projected  fa¬ 
cilities,  that  language  means,  in  effect, 
shall  only  be  done  according  to  the  carry¬ 
ing  out  of  the  traditional  congressional 
procedures  for  any  such  facilities  or 
project? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  correct. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  would  direct  the 
gentleman’s  attention  to  the  language 
which  appears  on  page  46  of  the  bill. 
Does  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  have 
a  copy  before  him? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No,  I  do  not 
have  a  copy  at  the  moment.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  withhold  his  questions,  there 
are  144  projects  involved,  and  I  do  not 
have  them  all  in  front  of  me.  Let  me 
discuss  the  matter  with  the  gentleman 
and  I  shall  go  into  it  further  with  him 
later. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  That  would  suit  me 
better.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 


Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  I  believe 
this  bill  is  a  demonstration  of  the  ef¬ 
fective,  and  I  believe  extremely  effective 
action  that  can  result  from  our  com¬ 
mittee  seeking  and  getting  a  consensus 
on  most  of  the  matters  pending  before 
us,  particularly  when  we  are  given  the 
liberty  to  do  so. 

Incidentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my 
opinion  we  were  not  permitted  to  work 
our  will  in  relation  to  the  bill  which  we 
voted  out  of  the  committee  today,  the 
Highway  Beautification  Act  of  1965  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  were  given  an 
opportunity  to  consider  this  rivers  and 
harbors  and  flood  control  matter  on  its 
merits.  I  believe  this  bill  is  a  good  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  points  of  differ¬ 
ences  of  opinion  are  pointed  out  largely 
or  clarified  largely  in  the  supplemental 
views  of  the  minority  Members. 

Those  views  indicate  a  difference  of 
opinion  relating  specifically  to  certain 
projects  in  the  flood  control  section  of 
the  bill,  and  I  refer  principally  to  cer¬ 
tain  projects  involving  a  basic  issue 
which  we  traditionally  have  on  this  bill. 
This  is  the  question  of  public  power 
versus  private  power  in  those  instances 
when  it  appears  to  the  committee  or  at 
least  the  members  of  the  committee  who 
are  in  favor  of  not  using  public  funds 
for  public  power  development  that  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  can  do  the  job  and  can 
do  it  reasonably  and  can  provide  power 
at  a  more  reasonable  cost  and  thus  not 
burden  the  Federal  taxpayers  with  that 
additional  cost  of  public  power,  than  can 
public  power  at  taxpayers  expense. 

That  question,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  in¬ 
volved  in  the  projects  which  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed  in  detail  by  the  ranking  minority 
member  on  the  Flood  Control  Subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Baldwin],  and  involved  with  proj¬ 
ects  that  are  discussed  in  the  supple¬ 
mental  views  in  the  House  report  itself 
on  S.  2300  and  which  involve  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  project,  on  the  Saint  John  River 
in  Maine,  the  Rowlesberg  Dam  and 
Reservoir  on  the  Cheat  River  in  West 
Virginia,  and  the  Flint  River  Basin  in 
Georgia. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  are  the  principal 
matters  in  controversy,  and  I  assume 
that  they  will  be  discussed  in  the  debate 
and  also  at  the  time  for  amendments.  I 
understand  amendments  will  be  offered 
in  an  effort  to  bring  those  projects  ba¬ 
sically  into  consistency  with  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  recommendations  in  some 
instances  and  with  our  views  relating  to 
private  power  versus  public  power  in 
other  instances.  The  gentleman  from 
California  will  discuss  them  in  greater 
detail. 

Let  me  say,  given  an  opportunity  to 
work  our  will  with  a  free  hand,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  come  up  with  a  bill  that,  ex¬ 
cept  for  those  three  projects,  deserves 
the  support  of  the  Members  of  the  House. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  it  is  one  of 
the  most  significant  authorization  bills 
relating  to  basic  law  concerning  public 
works,  rivers  and  harbors,  and  flood  con¬ 
trol,  that  has  been  brought  before  this 
House  in  my  memory.  This  is  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  reasons.  The  reason  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  just  mentioned,  re¬ 
lating  to  title  I,  is  one  reason.  The 


Northeastern  United  States  water  supply 
provision  provides  for  a  plan  to  be  de¬ 
veloped  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  relat¬ 
ing  to  making  available  in  the  future, 
pursuant  to  this  plan,  an  adequate  water 
supply  and  adequate  reservoirs.  I  must 
say  it  offers  new  areas  of  possibility,  and 

I  say  possible  Federal  participation,  and 
that  is  the  transmission  lines  and  puri¬ 
fication  programs  envisioned  in  the  plan. 

Again,  I  specifically  point  out  a  propo¬ 
sition  that  this  is  a  plan  and  study.  I 
understand  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
is  considering  some  amendments,  one  of 
which  would  have  the  effect  of  clarifying 
the  point  asked  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Robison].  It  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  I  raised  in  the  committee.  I  offered 
an  amendment,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
would  have  required  consultation  with 
State  authorities,  including  the  local  au¬ 
thorities  and  private  enterprise,  relating 
to  water  resources  studies,  planning,  and 
programing. 

The  gentleman  from  Alabama  stated 
that  this  was  the  intention  and,  there¬ 
fore,  it  would  be  written  into  the  report 
that  that  is  the  case,  and  it  so  appears  in 
the  language  the  gentleman  read  on  page 

II  of  the  report,  and  I  quote: 

The  usual  procedure  for  formulation  of 
such  plans  Including  coordination  with  State, 
Federal,  and  interstate  agencies  is  a  prerequi¬ 
site  to  such  enactment.  The  same  procedures 
as  contained  in  the  present  laws  shall  be 
applicable  to  such  projects.  It  should  be 
emphasized  that  the  plan  would  be  a  com¬ 
bination  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  works 
taking  into  account  those  features  which 
may  best  be  constructed  or  operated  and 
maintained  by  non-Federal  interests. 

The  gentleman  confirms  that  is  a  cor¬ 
rect  statement  of  his  position,  particu¬ 
larly  in  view  of  his  comment  on  section 
203  which  sets  up  the  procedures. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  do  agree 
with  the  gentleman  because  the  report, 
as  the  gentleman  has  pointed  out,  states 
that  specifically. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  is  also 
considering  offering  an  amendment  that 
will  carry  out  what  is  stated  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  and  that  is  to  the  effect 
that  these  plans  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act 
and  consistent  therewith.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  At  the  appro¬ 
priate  time  I  will  offer  this  amendment: 

On  page  37,  strike  out  the  sentence  which 
begins  on  line  8  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  “Therefore,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with 
Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  in  prepar¬ 
ing  plans  in  accordance  with  the  Water 
Resources  Planning  Act  (P.L.  89-80)  to  meet 
the  long-range  water  needs  of  the  North¬ 
eastern  United  States.” 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  act  specifically 
provides  for  the  question  raised  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York,  a  question  I 
also  raised  requiring  State,  local,  and 
private  enterprise  interests  involved  in 
this  function  of  providing  water  re¬ 
sources.  I  am  the  first  to  admit  that 
has  become  one  of  the  most  serious 
problems  in  America  and,  in  particular. 
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in  the  Northeast.  That  act  specifically 
says  in  section  2 : 

In  order  to  meet  the  rapidly  expanding 
demands  for  water  throughout  the  Nation, 
it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the 
Congress  to  encourage  the  conservation, 
development,  and  utilization  of  water  and 
related  land  resources  of  the  United  States 
on  a  comprehensive  and  coordinated  basis 
by  the  Federal  Government,  States,  localities, 
and  private  enterprise  with  the  cooperation 
of  all  affected  Federal  agencies,  States,  local 
governments,  individuals,  corporations,  busi¬ 
ness  enterprise,  and  others  concerned. 

Now  the  gentleman  is  incorporating  by 
reference  that  language  into  this  legis¬ 
lation;  is  he  not? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  the 
sole  intention  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  So  there  should  be  no 
question  about  State,  local,  and  private 
enterprise  participation  not  only  with 
the  Water  Resources  Planning  Council 
but  also  the  Corps  of  Engineers  consid¬ 
eration  of  recommendations  of  the  Plan¬ 
ning  Council.  Is  it  my  understanding 
also  under  the  act  as  it  presently  exists, 
the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act,  that 
under  that  the  Planning  Council  does 
not  have  the  authority  to  actually  come 
up  with  plans  itself  relating  to  water 
resources  development  and  therefore  this 
title  is  needed  in  order  to  give  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  proper  authority  and  the 
power  to  so  evolve  a  plan? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  my 
understanding  of  the  act  which  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  reference  to. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  Of  course,  whatever  plan  is  being 
considered  has  to  first  be  submitted  to 
the  Congress  for  proper  authorization 
at  the  time  the  plan  is  promulgated  and 
proposed.  Then,  second,  for  a  proper 
appropriation  of  funds  following  con¬ 
gressional  action  relating  to  the  author¬ 
ization.  So  we  do  get  another  look,  not 
once  but  twice,  at  whatever  plan  is  pro¬ 
posed. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  I  compliment 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  for  the 
statement  he  has  made,  and  in  particu¬ 
lar,  on  his  colloquy  with  the  chairman 
because,  as  the  chairman  knows,  he  and 
I  toured  the  country  this  last  year  to¬ 
gether.  While  we  are  now  referring  to 
a  matter  that  affects  the  Northeast,  the 
same  thing  can  be  said  for  the  Northwest 
part  of  the  United  States  and  the  areas 
that  we  toured  out  in  California,  Oregon, 
and  Washington.  I  think  we  are  setting 
the  stage  properly  here  today  with  this 
language  which  is  to  be  included  as  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  chairman.  We  are  in  the 
stages  of  developing  a  similar  plan  for 
development  in  my  congressional  district 
of  California.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
has  developed  a  preliminary  plan  of  de¬ 
velopment  and  presented  it  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  early  in  the  year.  Further  rec¬ 
ommendations  will  be  brought  to  the 
committee  and  the  Congress  in  the  com¬ 
ing  years  as  we  work  cooperatively  with 
the  State  of  California  for  the  maximum 
development  of  our  water  resources. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Recently  the  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Mr.  Holum, 
came  before  our  Subcommittee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  for  Public  Works  and  asked 
for  funds  to  be  included  in  the  pending 
supplemental  bill  which  will  reach  us 
here  eventually  for  the  staffing  of  the 
water  resources  council,  so  called.  I 
asked  him  at  that  time  if  he  had  any 
position  that  he  could  give  to  us  and 
particularly  to  me  with  respect  to  title 
I  as  contained  in  the  bill  before  us.  He 
said  he  did  not.  I  asked  him  whether 
or  not  he  envisioned  or  the  Interior  De¬ 
partment,  since  the  chairman  of  that 
department  is  chairman  of  the  water 
resources  council — if  the  Secretary  en¬ 
visioned  that  the  water  resources  coun¬ 
cil  would  be  a  studying  agency  with  au¬ 
thority  to  make  plans  of  this  type  by  it¬ 
self.  The  answer  was — no,  it  was  a  co¬ 
ordinating  body  only.  And  this  is,  I 
think,  what  the  gentleman  is  attempting 
to  bring  out. 

Mi’.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  am  glad  that  the  Record  was  clarified 
before  his  subcommittee  on  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  as  well,  and  that  the 
agency  is  apparently  going  to  follow  the 
intention  of  the  Congress  relating  to 
that. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  To  continue  further, 
if  there  were  to  be  studies  of  this  sort, 
they  should  and  would  be  done  by  the 
various  existing  agencies  or  departments 
having  competence  in  this  field  so  I  as¬ 
sume  that  in  this  instance  it  would  be 
the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  trust  that  this  helps 
to  clarify  the  question  of  title  I  relating 
to  the  Northeast  water  study. 

As  I  have  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
one  of  the  most  important  authorization 
bills  that  we  have  considered  in  some 
time,  not  because  of  the  dollar  value  of 
approximately  $2  billion  and,  inciden¬ 
tally,  that  is  about  what  the  previous  au¬ 
thorization  bill  was  and  it  has  been  3 
years  since  we  considered  one  and  this  is 
in  effect  resulting  from  a  3-year  backlog 
of  projects,  and  usually  we  only  consider 
2-year  backlogs  so  the  $2  billion  figure  is 
not,  in  my  opinion,  an  unreasonable  one 
in  that  respect. 

Now  what  else  did  the  committee  do 
which  was  of  considerable  consequence? 
One  thing  it  did  was  to  promote  a  new 
procedure  which  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  explained  relating  to  the  au¬ 
thorization  of  projects,  the  cost  of  which 
does  not  exceed  $10  million.  That  is  the 
estimated  Federal  first-cost  share  does 
not  exceed  $10  million.  That  is  the  pro¬ 
cedure  similarly  consistent  with  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Buildings  Authorization  Act  of  1959. 

That  act  permits  authorization  by 
committees,  committees  of  the  House  and 
Senate,  instead  of  authorization  by  the 
House  and  the  Senate,  or  the  Congress 
of  public  buildings. 

The  purpose  of  that  provisions  is  ob¬ 
viously  to  expedite  consideration  of  these 
projects.  I  believe  there  is  every  justi¬ 
fications  for  expedition,  for  the  simple 
reason  that  the  cost  of  these  projects 
and  the  estimated  benefits  of  these 
projects,  as  well,  often  change  con¬ 
siderably  between  the  date  that  they  are 


studied  and  the  date  that  they  are  up 
before  our  committee  for  authorization 
and  actual  congressional  authorization. 
In  many  instances  that  lag  time  is  most 
unreasonable.  The  purpose  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  is  to  get  these  projects  before 
them  when  the  figures  we  have  are  re¬ 
liable  and  obviously  when  the  projects 
are  needed. 

Therefore,  because  of  that  principle, 
and  knowing  the  problems  that  have 
been  involved,  in  particular  relation  to 
this  bill,  it  having  been  3  years  before 
we  had  an  omnibus  bill,  I  support  the 
concept  of  $10  million — no  more  than 
that — for  estimated  Federal  share  on 
rivers  and  harbors,  flood  control,  and 
beach  erosion  projects,  to  be  subject  to 
committee  authorization. 

However,  it  is  my  personal  view  that 
possibly  the  rivers  and  harbors,  and 
beach  erosion  projects  should  be  a  lesser 
amount,  because  that  involves  about  85 
percent  of  the  projects  in  this  bill,  as 
an  example. 

However,  we  have  crossed  that  bridge. 
The  $10  million  figure  offers  one  problem. 
I  should  like  to  discuss  it  briefly.  I  may 
have  an  amendment  relating  to  it.  The 
figure  involved  in  the  $10  million  top 
figure  relates  to  the  “estimated  Federal 
share.”  Many  times  when  we  get  to  the 
appropriation  stage,  the  amount  esti¬ 
mated  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  increases 
substantially.  Ir  there  is  one  thing  I 
want  to  be  sure  is  avoided  by  this  $10  mil¬ 
lion  authorization  section,  so  far  as  this 
Member  is  concerned,  It  is  to  see  that 
this  is  not  used  as  a  subterfuge  and  not 
made  a  sham  out  of  by  the  proponents 
of  the  projects,  or  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
or  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  using  the  $10 
million  figure,  their  objective  being  to 
keep  under  it  even  though  they  know  full 
well  that  that  figure  would  not  be  sub¬ 
stantiated  at  a  later  appropriation  date, 
when  a  new  estimate  would  have  to  be 
justified. 

It  should  be  perfectly  clear  in  the 
record  that  the  $10  million  figure  which 
is  authorized  is  an  estimated  Federal 
share,  and  that  can  be  increased  sub¬ 
stantially  at  the  time  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  without  additional  authorization  by 
our  committee. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  if  that  is  not  a  correct  state¬ 
ment.  The  amount  authorized  in  this 
bill,  and  all  others,  is  the  “estimated  Fed¬ 
eral  share”  of  the  cost  of  the  projects  as 
it  relates  to  the  $10  million  committee 
authorization  section  in  the  bill;  is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Is  it  not  correct  that 
at  the  time  of  the  appropriation  the  fig¬ 
ure  can  be  exceeded  without  our  com¬ 
mittee  acting  further  on  the  authoriza¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  may  not 
exceed  the  $10  million  authorization. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  am  quoting  the  lan¬ 
guage  in  section  201,  a  committee  au¬ 
thorization  similar  to  that  for  public 
buildings,  which  section  is  for  projects 
estimated  to  cost  not  more  than  $10  mil¬ 
lion,  which  reads  as  follows :  “if  the  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  first  cost  of  such  project 
were  $10  million” — that  is  the  estimated 
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Federal  first  cost.  Before  the  Appropri¬ 
ations  Committee,  that  figure  could  be 
exceeded  if  the  estimate  at  that  time 
should  exceed  the  estimate  before  our 
committee. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No;  the  ap¬ 
propriation  could  not  exceed  $10  million. 
For  example,  if  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  were  considering  a  project,  the 
authorization  for  which  might  be  $5  mil¬ 
lion,  that  committee  could  not  make  an 
expenditure  of  $6  million.  The  same 
rule  applies  here. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  an  additional  question,  using  the 
example  of  the  Housatonic  River  Basin 
on  page  41  of  the  bill.  There  is  proposed 
the  authorizing  of  the  project  “at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $5,100,000.” 

If  the  estimate  of  the  cost  of  that  proj¬ 
ect  at  the  time  of  appropriation  is  $6  mil¬ 
lion,  in  the  opinion  of  the  gentleman 
would  the  Appropriations  Committee  ex¬ 
ceed  its  authority,  if  it  authorized  the 
expenditure  of  funds  in  excess  of  $5.1 
million? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  believe  it 
would. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  hope  that  is  true,  but 
I  understand  that  is  not  the  procedure 
followed,  and  that  in  many  instances  the 
Appropriations  Committee  exceeds  the 
amount  and  does  so  because  the  language 
is  “the  estimated  cost.” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  If  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  is  submitted  to  the  Public 
Works  Committee  at  $5.1  million  and  is 
so  approved,  no  appropriation  should  be 
made  in  excess  of  that  amount. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Is  it  the  intention  of 
the  gentleman — because  it  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  this  gentleman,  as  well — that  the 
$10  million  top  figure  shall  be  the  limi¬ 
tation  not  only  for  authorization  before 
our  committee  but  also  for  appropri¬ 
ations  before  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  gentle¬ 
man  is  stating  correctly  what  section  201 
intends  to  accomplish.  There  can  not 
be  an  appropriation  in  excess  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  amount. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

I  would  hope,  with  this  legislative  rec¬ 
ord,  that  the  top  limitation  will  be  ob¬ 
served.  I  should  be  very  concerned  if 
by  authorizing  an  estimated  amount  ap¬ 
propriations  could  be  provided  fbr  a 
project  substantially  in  excess  of  that 
amount.  I  hope  this  legislative  record 
will  clarify  that. 

There  is  one  other  point  relating  to 
new  authorizations  generally  under  this 
bill  which  I  want  to  discuss.  It  takes 
another  giant  step — and  I  believe  a  giant 
step  forward — by  providing  that  the 
small  project  authorization  amounts  and 
the  lump  sum  appropriations  shall  be 
increased.  The  total  appropriation  is 
to  be  increased  to  some  $10  million  for 
all  of  these  small  projects,  and  the  size 
of  the  projects  is  to  be  increased  from 
$200,000  per  project,  for  Federal  costs, 
for  rivers  and  harbors,  to  $500,000,  and 
from  $400,000  for  beach  erosion  to 
$500,000.  That  brings  those  into  uni¬ 
formity.  Flood  control  remains  at  the 
present  amount  of  $1  million  which  does 
not  require  authorization  by  Congress 


and  under  this  new  procedure  authori¬ 
zation  by  the  committees,  or  even  the 
submission  to  Congress  of  a  resolution 
authorizing  a  survey  of  the  project. 

These  are  the  small  projects  on  which 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  can  act  to  au¬ 
thorize  them.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  Appropriations  Committee  will 
have  submissions  made  to  them  regard¬ 
ing  the  project,  but  our  committee  does 
not  need  to  take  action  thereon. 

I  believe  that  is  a  sound  approach. 
The  proposal  in  the  subcommittee  was 
to  make  it  $1  million  for  all  such  proj¬ 
ects.  The  full  committee,  I  believe 
properly  so,  made  it  half  a  million  dollars 
for  beach  erosion  and  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors,  and  $1  million  for  flood  control,  as 
it  presently  is.  I  support  that  action. 

There  were  two  other  matters  on 
which  the  committee  took  action.  I  wish 
to  call  those  briefly  to  the  attention  of 
the  House. 

First,  this  bill  authorizes  a  codification 
of  all  water  resources  laws,  which  will 
permit  those  who  are  interested,  the  gen¬ 
eral  public  and  the  local  authorities,  to 
know  exactly  what  is  the  basic  law  relat¬ 
ing  to  all  of  these  projects  now  and  in 
the  future,  as  was  done  with  respect  to 
the  highway  recodification.  I  believe 
that  is  a  sound  approach,  and  I  am  con¬ 
fident  the  Engineers  will  carry  it  out  in 
the  very  near  future. 

There  is  another  section  which  was 
written  into  the  bill,  which  contains 
language  I  shall  comment  on,  relating 
to  those  communities  which  wish  to  go 
forward  with  a  project  and  be  reim¬ 
bursed  for  the  expenditure  when  the  con¬ 
struction  is  consistent  with  whatever 
plan  has  been  authorized  by  Congress. 
Many  such  examples  have  been  called  to 
our  attention.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there 
are  some  in  this  bill  where  we  specifically 
as  a  committee — and  hopefully,  the 
Congress — authorize  repayment  to  those 
local  communities  when  the  work  done 
is  consistent  with  the  plans  authorized 
by  the  Congress. 

It  is  my  belief  that  we  should  not  pick 
and  choose  in  these  projects,  we  should 
not  say  “yes;  it  is  all  right”  to  one  and 
not  to  another,  without  having  some 
sort  of  standard  apply  to  all  of  them. 
For  that  reason,  I  proposed,  and  there  is 
now  in  this  bill,  a  provision  that  a  restudy 
be  made  relating  to  what  our  policy 
should  be  concerning  reimbursement  of 
moneys  expended  by  the  local  interests 
on  projects  when  the  work  done  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  authorized  project,  per¬ 
mitting  possible  Federal  repayment  to 
that  community  or  local  agency  some¬ 
time  in  the  future. 

I  hope  it  will  result  in  some  standard 
or  nationwide  policy  relating  to  this 
matter,  which  can  be  considered  at  the 
proper  time  in  the  next  authorization 
bill.  I  think  this  is  a  good  and  sound 
approach  to  this  problem  which  to  date 
we  are  dealing  with  on  a  project-by- 
project,  piecemeal  basis,  with  no  real 
standards  being  involved. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Landrum]. 
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(Mr.  LANDRUM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman.  I  re¬ 
quest  this  time  so  as  to  address  some 
questions  to  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
with  regard  to  a  project  in  Georgia 
known  as  Trotter’s  Shoals.  In  years  past 
it  has  not  been  authorized  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  grounds  that  it  did  not 
•lave  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  I  want  to  ask  the  chairman  at 
this  point  if  it  is  true  that  this  project 
is  now  before  his  committee  as  pending 
business.  Is  that  true,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  I  yield  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  FALLON.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  no  consideration  was  given  to 
Trotter’s  Shoals  as  a  project  this  year 
because  at  the  time  we  were  considering 
the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 
control  bill  we  did  not  have  the  proper 
reports  on  Trotter’s  Shoals,  but  I  under¬ 
stand  that  we  do  have  the  reports  and 
it  will  be  pending  business  before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  when  an 
omnibus  bill  is  considered  next  year. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Is  it  the  intention 
of  the  chairman  that  his  committee  will 
meet  next  year,  in  1966,  to  consider  an 
omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  the  desire  of 
the  committee  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  And  at  that  time  the 
Trotter’s  Shoals  project  will  be  pending 
business  before  the  committee? 

Mr.  FALLON.  It  is  pending  business 
and  will  be  given  consideration. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  The  record  discloses 
that  the  project  labeled  as  Trotter’s 
Shoals  now  has  the  approval  of  the  De¬ 
partments  of  Commerce,  Defense,  HEW, 
Agriculture,  Interior  as  well  as  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FALLON.  As  I  understand  it,  that 
is  correct. 

Mi-.  LANDRUM.  So  there  will  be  no 
necessity  when  the  committee  recon¬ 
venes  January  next  to  again  ask  these 
departments  to  make  reports? 

Mr.  FALLON.  No,  it  will  not  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  get  a  second  report.  It  will  be 
pending  business. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Baldwin], 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  S.  2300.  During  the  5 
weeks  of  intensive  hearings  that  our 
Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  held  on 
the  flood  control  aspects  of  the  bill,  it 
has  been  my  privilege  to  work  very 
closely  with  the  chairman  of  the  Flood 
Control  Subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones].  No  person 
in  this  House  worked  with  more  dili¬ 
gence,  more  conscientiousness,  and  more 
sincerity  on  this  flood  control  section 
of  the  bill  than  did  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Jones].  It  was  a  privi¬ 
lege  on  my  part  to  work  with  him  on  this 
bill. 

This  bill  is  a  many-faceted  bill.  It  af¬ 
fects  practically  every  part  of  the  coun- 
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try.  In  the  northern  California  region 
the  bill  contains  authorization  for  a  very 
important  deep  water  channel  project 
from  San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton. 
This  is  a  project  which  has  been  made 
necessary  by  the  trend  toward  deeper 
draft  shipping  which  has  occurred  since 
World  War  n.  This  trend  has  had  an 
impact  on  deep  water  ports  throughout 
tl^  Nation. 

Since  World  War  n,  particularly  with 
tankers  and  bulk  cargo  carriers,  there 
have  been  bigger  and  bigger  ships  built 
with  deeper  draft,  and  the  old  channel 
depths  that  at  one  time  could  accom¬ 
modate  all  types  of  ships  no  longer  can 
accommodate  the  new  type  vessels.  For 
this  reason  it  is  important  to  the  north¬ 
ern  California  region  that  there  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill  the  project  authoriz¬ 
ing  a  deep  water  channel  from  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  Bay  to  Stockton  to  handle  the 
deeper  draft  ships  now  coming  into  San 
Francisco  Bay  and  serving  the  ports  on 
the  tributaries  to  that  bay. 

Also,  in  this  bill  is  another  survey  im¬ 
portant  to  that  area;  that  is  the  author¬ 
ization  of  a  study  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  of  the  feasibility  of  constructing 
an  interceptor  drain  to  go  around  San 
Francsico  Bay  and  out  to  the  ocean  to 
handle  the  disposal  of  sewage  effluent 
and  industrial  wastes,  including  agri¬ 
cultural  waste  waters  so  that  these  might 
be  disposed  of  in  the  ocean  and  not  in¬ 
volve  further  pollution  to  San  Francisco 
Bay.  This  is  a  study  to  determine 
whether  construction  of  such  an  inter¬ 
ceptor  drain  might  be  feasible.  The  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
will  have  to  come  back  to  Congress  and 
be  considered  by  this  body. 

There  are  in  this  bill  several  projects 
involving  public  power  on  a  major  scale, 
and  on  these  projects  there  was  a  sincere 
difference  of  opinion  within  our  commit¬ 
tee.  And  there  has  been  for  many  years 
a  sincere  difference  of  opinion  among  the 
.  Members  of  the  House  as  a  whole  on  this 
issue.  In  most  cases,  the  House  has 
given  recognition  to  the  fact  that  in  con¬ 
nection  with  multiple-purpose  projects 
it  may  be  necessary  to  authorize  public 
power  as  a  part  of  those  projects.  But 
where  projects  are  of  such  a  nature  that 
the  power  aspects  can  be  differentiated 
from  the  rest  of  the  project  there  have 
been  differences  of  opinion  as  to  how 
these  should  be  handled. 

In  this  bill  this  issue  has  come  to  a 
focal  point  in  three  projects;  the  St. 
John’s  project  in  Maine,  the  Cheat  River 
project  involving  Rowlesburg  Dam  in 
West  Virginia  and  the  Flint  River  proj¬ 
ect  in  Georgia. 

The  St.  John’s  project  in  Maine  basi¬ 
cally  is  a  single-purpose  project  for  all 
practical  purposes  because  it  involves 
more  than  95  percent  power,  and  there¬ 
fore  it  is  basically  a  power  project.  The 
flood  control  aspects  in  it  are  minute. 

In  connection  with  the  Rowlesburg 
Dam  on  the  Cheat  River  in  West  Virginia 
-and  also  the  Flint  River  project,  these 
are  multiple-purpose  projects  that  could 
be  justified  from  an  economic  standpoint 
without  the  public  power  features  being 
constructed  by  the  Federal  Government. 
In  each  of  these  three  cases  there  was 
testimony  before  the  committee  by  rep¬ 


resentatives  of  private  enterprise,  in  the 
form  of  the  investor-owned  public  utility 
companies  in  the  areas  involved  that 
they  had  been  providing  the  power  needs 
of  the  area  and  felt  that  they  could  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  so  in  the  future. 

Those  of  us  who  are  concerned  about 
the  size  of  the  Federal  budget  today, 
those  of  us  who  are  concerned  about  the 
size  of  the  Federal  deficit  today  do  not 
feel  that  Federal  funds  should  be  ex¬ 
pended  where  testimony  has  been  given 
before  our  committee  that  the  power 
needs  of  an  area  can  adequately  be  sup¬ 
plied  by  private  enterprise  in  the  form 
of  investor-owned  public  utility  compa¬ 
nies.  For  this  reason  there  will  be 
amendments  offered  on  the  floor  to  elimi¬ 
nate  the  St.  John’s  project  and  to  mod¬ 
ify  the  Cheat  River  project  in  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  the  Flint  River  project  in 
Georgia.  In  the  case  of  the  Cheat  River 
project,  the  amendment  will  authorize 
the  project  except  for  the  public  power 
aspects  of  the  project;  and  in  the  case 
of  the  Flint  River  project  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  authorize  a  partnership  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  project  so  that  private 
enterprise  can  develop  the  power  facili¬ 
ties  in  connection  with  the  project. 

I  might  say  in  connection  with  the 
Cheat  River  project  in  West  Virginia 
that  an  application  has  been  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Federal  Power  Commission  on 
the  part  of  an  investor-owned  public 
utility  for  a  permit  to  build  a  power  fa¬ 
cility  on  that  river.  Just  a  few  weeks 
ago — since  our  hearings  in  fact — the 
Federal  Power  Commission  has  granted 
a  preliminary  permit  to  that  private  com¬ 
pany  to  make  a  study  to  determine  the 
feasibility  of  going  forward  with  such 
power  facilities  on  their  own. 

I  do  not  believe  we  should  be  authoriz¬ 
ing  a  public  power  project  in  connection 
with  that  dam  when  this  private  appli¬ 
cation  is  pending  and  a  study  has  been 
authorized  by  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
constructing  private  power  facilities  to 
provide  the  power  needs  of  that  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  amendments  will 
be  offered  during  the  amendment  period. 
We  hope  the  House  will  consider  these 
amendments  on  their  merits,  giving  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  need  for  our  saving  the 
expenditure  of  Federal  funds  wherever 
such  savings  are  possible. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Idaho  [Mr.  White], 

(Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Jones]  about  a  bill  which 
I  introduced,  H.R.  8298,  and  which  I  had 
hoped  would  become  a  part  of  this  omni¬ 
bus  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  bill  would  have  au¬ 
thorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Department 
of  the  Army  to  grant  rights  of  storage 
and  transportation  on  the  Dworshak  Res¬ 
ervoir  in  Idaho. 

My  question  is  with  reference  to  the 
disposition  of  the  committee  toward  the 
bill  and  whether  it  was  judged  necessary 
for  the  activities  planned  on  that  res¬ 
ervoir. 
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Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  say  to  the  gentlemen  from 
Idaho  that  the  Flood  Control  Subcom¬ 
mittee  examined  the  proposition  which 
the  gentleman  has  reference  to,  most 
thoroughly. 

As  the  gentleman  knows,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  reported  that  it  now 
is  in  possession  of  sufficient  statutory  au¬ 
thority  to  do  under  existing  law  what 
the  gentleman  from  Idaho  proposes  to  do 
in  his  resolution. 

If  the  gentleman  will  refer  to  the  1962 
Flood  Control  Act,  sections  2667  and  2668 
of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  find  that  this  confers  ample 
power  upon  the  Secretary  to  do  every¬ 
thing  he  could  do  under  H.R.  8298,  if  it 
were  adopted. 

There  was  no  necessity  for  the  commit¬ 
tee  to  report  out  that  bill,  since  there  is 
ample  statutory  authority  to  accomplish 
the  aims  of  the  bill  introduced  by  the 
gentleman  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  WHITE  of  Idaho.  I  want  to  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Alabama  and  to  con¬ 
gratulate  him  on  the  bill  which  he  has 
brought  before  the  Congress  today. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Fulton], 

(Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  full  support  of  the 
project  to  provide  flood  protection  on 
Char  tiers  Creek  Basin  in  Pennsylvania, 
which  is  to  be  found  at  page  57  of  the 
bill,  and  which  is  located  in  the  Ohio 
River  Basin,  and  to  be  found  at  page  37 
of  the  report. 

[Mr.  FULTON  of  Pennsylvania  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Committee.  His  remarks 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  yield  15  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 

(Mr.  CLARK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I 
nave  to  say  on  the  bill  presently  being 
considered  will  relate  entirely  to  only  one 
project — the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
propect  in  northern  Maine.  I  do  not  in¬ 
tend  to  engage  in  a  philosophical  dis¬ 
cussion  concerning  private  versus  public 
power;  rather,  I  want  only  to  talk  some 
economic  sense.  That  there  are  serious 
questions  concerning  the  economic  feas¬ 
ibility  of  this  project  is  clearly  indicated 
by  the  fact  that  these  questions  concern¬ 
ing  it  are  coming  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle — so  what  we  have  to  discuss  is  bi¬ 
partisan  in  nature. 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  authoriza¬ 
tion  will,  in  due  course  of  time,  amount 
to  something  well  in  excess  of  $300  mil¬ 
lion.  The  present  authorization  is  for 
$227  million — which,  by  the  way,  con¬ 
stitutes  almost  10  percent  of  the  entire 
bill.  However,  if  it  is  authorized,  and  in 
time  built  with  an  additional  $80  million 
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for  transmission  lines,  the  total  cost  will 
be  about  $300  million. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  $300  million  is  a 
considerable  sum  of  money  for  the  Mem¬ 
bers  to  consider.  If  the  proposed  proj¬ 
ect  had  clear  benefits  to  the  Nation;  if 
the  Federal  agencies  involved  were  in 
agreement;  if  it  were  going  to  pay  itself 
off  in  due  course  of  time;  and  if  it  bene¬ 
fited  the  New  England  area  without 
damaging  other  parts  of  the  Nation, 
then  we  might  be  able  to  proceed  with 
confidence.  But  it  does  none  of  these 
things — and  it  seems  to  me  that  a  bill 
with  five  strikes  against  it  has  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  a  bad  bill — any  way  you  look  at 
it. 

Let  us  take  up  these  five  points  briefly, 
examine  them  carefully,  and  then  see  if 
our  colleagues  can  still,  in  good  con¬ 
science,  approve  such  a  massive  author¬ 
ization. 

First,  the  question  must  be  raised  as 
to  whether  there  would  be  a  clear  bene¬ 
fit  to  the  Nation.  I  think  to  be  fair  one 
must  agree  the  expenditure  of  well  over 
200  million  Federal  dollars  in  Maine 
would  bring  benefits  to  that  State. 
Even  if  only  temporary — and  it  would  be 
temporary — a  depressed  region  would  be 
helped.  The  question  then  immediately 
comes  to  mind  as  to  whether  there  might 
not  be  a  better  way  to  assist  this  State, 
and  it  would  appear — once  looking  at 
this  project — there  must  be  a  number  of 
ways  which  are  better.  On  the  other 
hand,  extensive  testimony  during  our 
committee’s  hearings  indicated  that  in 
order  for  this  project  to  succeed — to  be 
economically  feasible — it  had  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  on  a  New  England-wide  basis. 

There  is  also  considerable  evidence 
that  although  the  theoretical  purpose  of 
the  project  is  to  help  reduce  the  high 
power  costs  of  this  region,  it  will  not 
even  do  that.  Therefore,  if  this  power 
project  is  a  temporary  pumping  of  Fed¬ 
eral  dollars  into  the  Maine  economic 
bloodstream  and  there  are  better  ways 
to  accomplish  such  a  goal,  then  I  submit 
it  cannot  be  classified  as  a  project  having 
national  benefits.  I  have  every  desire 
to  assist  the  people  of  Maine  with  their 
economic  problems;  I  am  simply  saying 
we  should,  and  can,  do  that  within  the 
context  of  national  benefit. 

The  second  important  question  which 
must  be  discussed  if  we  are  to  bring  any 
sort  of  reason  to  this  proposal  relates  to 
the  disagreement  of  Federal  agencies 
over  the  desirability  of  proceeding  at 
this  time  with  the  Dickey -Lincoln  School 
portion  of  the  Passamaquoddy  project. 
A  careful  reading  of  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  dated  July  9  of  this  year,  indicated 
basic  disagreements  between  several 
agencies  concerning  the  project.  For 
this  reason,  I  suggested  in  my  supple¬ 
mental  views  to  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  report  on  S.  2300  that  the  inter¬ 
ested  Federal  agencies  have  not  given 
the  Congress  sufficient  information  upon 
which  to  make  an  enlightened  decision. 
The  Interior  Department  gives  us  a  set 
of  numbers  concerning  costs  on  the  proj¬ 
ect.  But  these  numbers  are  directly 
challenged  by  the  electric  companies  of 
the  area  who  should  be  in  a  pretty  good 
position  to  know  the  cost  situation  in 


their  own  area.  In  addition,  two  com¬ 
prehensive  engineering  studies,  done  by 
consulting  engineering  firms,  challenged 
the  cost  figures  of  Interior.  The  Com¬ 
merce  Department,  in  their  report,  ex¬ 
pressed  reservations  concerning  the  proj¬ 
ect.  The  Treasury  Department  ques¬ 
tioned  the  interest  rates  used  in  chart¬ 
ing  the  costs  of  the  job. 

Now,  in  the  midst  of  all  of  this  con¬ 
fusion,  we  are  being  asked  to  proceed 
with  an  authorization  of  immense  size 
without  further  information.  The  elec¬ 
tric  companies  of  the  area,  rather  than 
simply  opposing  this  project  have  offered 
concrete,  well-thought-out,  and  feasible 
economic  alternatives  that  would  not  re¬ 
quire  the  expenditure  of  a  dime  of  the 
public’s  money.  Therefore,  I  submit 
that  this  hardly  qualifies  as  a  project 
with  which  we  can  proceed  with  con¬ 
fidence. 

Meeting  the  standards  of  feasibility 
previously  established  by  the  Congress 
brings  us  into  still  another  gray  area. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  we  all  know  it 
is  a  requirement  that  other  alternatives 
be  carefully  examined  before  requests 
for  authorization  are  made.  Yet  here 
we  find,  from  the  testimony  at  the  hear¬ 
ings,  that  the  Interior  Department 
quickly  skimmed  over  available  alterna¬ 
tives — that  is,  the  generation  of  electric 
power  by  large  thermal  plants — both 
conventional  and  nuclear,  tied  to 
pumped-storage  electric  plants.  Several 
Federal  agencies  questioned  the  lack  of 
sufficient  exploration  of  these  alterna¬ 
tives,  and  I  question  them  as  well.  Ad¬ 
ditionally,  it  was  admitted  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  at  the  hearings 
that  no  studies,  or  even  conversations, 
had  been  held  with  the  private  com¬ 
panies  of  this  area  concerning  the  mar¬ 
keting  of  the  power  to  be  produced.  And 
yet  more  than  90  percent  of  this  power 
will  have  to  be  sold  to  these  companies 
for  the  project  even  to  come  close  to  be¬ 
ing  feasible.  The  electric  companies 
have  indicated  serious  reservations 
about  the  ultimate  purchase  of  the  out¬ 
put  of  this  project,  because  they  say  the 
power  will  cost  too  much;  will,  in  fact, 
cost  more  than  they  are  producing  power 
for  at  some  of  their  plants  right  now, 
and  most  certainly  will  cost  more  than 
the  average  to  be  produced  in  New  Eng¬ 
land  by  1972  when  this  project  would  go 
on  the  line.  No  consideration  of  nu¬ 
clear-conventional  thermal  plants  tied 
to  pumped  storage,  no  consideration  of 
marketing  plans;  this  hardly  meets  the 
standards  of  the  Congress,  requiring 
thorough  examination  of  feasible  alter¬ 
natives. 

Perhaps  an  even  more  fundamental 
issue,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  whether  the 
Congress  is  being  asked  here  for  a  sub¬ 
sidy  rather  than  an  investment  that  will 
pay  off  over  a  period  of  years.  In  an  un¬ 
usual  move,  the  Interior  Department  is 
taking  a  100-year  period  of  amortization 
and  benefit,  when,  by  their  own  previous 
standards,  50  years  is  used.  Why  does 
this  project  have  a  100-year  life?  I  "still 
do  not  have  the  answer  to  that  question. 
If  anything,  it  should  probably  have  a 
25-year  life  in  view  of  the  fact  that,  in 
the  New  England  area,  anyway,  the 
rapid  development  of  nuclear  power  and 


large-scale  conventional  thermal  effi¬ 
ciencies  are  making  waterpower  peaking 
stations  increasingly  obsolete.  Some 
engineers  question  whether  any  such 
plant  can  now  be  considered  modern  and 
efficient  when  measured  against  the  fact 
that  the  small  Yankee  atomic  electric 
plant  in  this  area,  built  at  a  cost  of  only 
$40  million,  is  turning  out  power — and 
more  of  it — than  this  massive  project  will 
be  able  to  do  a  half  decade  or  more  from 
now.  How  can  we  be  reasonably  ex¬ 
pected  to  believe  that  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  will  be  an  efficient,  low-cost 
power  source  in  the  year  2070?  A  ques¬ 
tionable  payoff  in  economic  terms 
indeed. 

Finally,  it  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  even  considering  all  the  foregoing, 
if  the  project  benefited  all  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  States — which  it  does  not  or  it 
hardly  seems  likely  there  would  be  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  from  that  area  op¬ 
posing  it — you  could  make  some  kind  of 
a  case  for  it,  provided  it  did  no  harm  to 
other  areas  of  the  Nation.  But  it  does. 
It  would  mean,  for  example,  that  this 
large  hydroelectric  plant  would  be  built — 
slowing  down  the  development  of  the 
nuclear  industry  in  the  New  England  re¬ 
gion,  reducing  the  sale  of  coal  and  oil 
to  the  region  and  benefiting  no  one  at  all 
since  it  would  not  reduce  the  cost  of 
power  to  the  consumers  of  the  region. 

Mr.  Chairman,  frankly  I  get  a  little  lost 
in  the  maze  of  some  kind  of  new  politi¬ 
cal-economic  logic  that  asks  us  earlier 
in  the  session  to  appropriate  moneys  to 
assist  economically  deprived  Appalachia 
and  its  coal  industry — and  then  later  in 
the  session  asks  us  to  authorize  even 
more  Federal  moneys  so  that  we  can 
reduce  this  business  more  in  Appalachia 
by  building  a  project  which  will  do  noth¬ 
ing  for  the  people  of  New  England. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  like  something 
out  of  “Alice  in  Wonderland.”  And  it  re¬ 
minds  me  of  the  saying  therein,  “Will 
you  walk  a  little  faster,  said  the  whiting 
to  the  snail,  there’s  a  porpoise  close  be¬ 
hind  us  and  he’s  treading  on  my  tail.” 
This  project  is  a  porpoise  treading  on 
everyone’s  tail — costing  everyone,  bene¬ 
fiting  no  one.  I  suggest  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  had  best  walk  a  little  slower  on 
this  one.  I  suggest  it  be  returned  for 
considerably  further  study  until  such 
time  as  the  Federal  agencies  involved 
can  give  us  a  clear  picture  of  what  we  are 
doing  with  our  consituents’  money. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
Congressman  Tupper  and  I  have  written 
Members  of  the  House  concerning  the 
desirability  of  House  approval  of  the  so- 
called  Dickey-Lincoln  School  projects  in 
northern  Maine.  The  full  text  follows: 

Dear  Colleague:  We  are  writing  to  you 
to  urge  your  support  for  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  flood  control  and  hydroelectric  proj¬ 
ect  on  the  Upper  St.  John  River  in  Maine 
as  authorized  under  S.  2300,  the  omnibus 
rivers  and  harbors  bill.  This  project  which 
was  strongly  endorsed  by  President  Johnson 
in  a  letter  of  transmittal  to  both  the  House 
and  the  Senate  has  passed  the  Senate  and, 
of  course,  has  been  endorsed  by  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee.  It  is  our  under¬ 
standing  that  when  this  bill  comes  up  for 
consideration  this  week  an  effort  will  be  made 
to  strike  this  project  from  the  bill.  In  an 
effort  to  gain  your  support  for  this  project 
and  to  correct  misunderstandings  which  may 
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have  arisen  we  submit  the  following  points 
for  your  consideration : 

1.  The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  has 
a  benefit  cost  ratio  of  1.86  to  1. 

2.  History  has  shown  that  Federal  hydro¬ 
electric  plants  bringing  low-cost  electricity 
into  an  area  have  stimulated  the  demand 
for  power  from  fossil  fuel  generating  plants; 

i.e.,  plants  using  coal,  oil,  or  gas,  so  that  the 
demand  for  such  fuel  is  enhanced. 

3.  In  other  sections  of  the  country  private 
utilities  were  violently  opposed  to  hydroelec¬ 
tric  projects  at  first  but  after  they  realized 
the  benefits  which  accrued  to  them  through 
the  increased  consumption  of  electricity 
brought  about  by  the  decrease  in  rates  they 
began  to  cooperate  with  such  projects.  On 
the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  in  1962, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  Stewart  Udall,  ne¬ 
gotiated  a  jointly  constructed  transmission 
grid  with  private  companies  to  market  pub¬ 
lic  power  on  that  river.  Last  year  Secretary 
Udall  again  successfully  negotiated  a  huge 
project  integrating  the  electric  facilities  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest  and  the  Pacific  South¬ 
west.  Six  private  utilities,  the  city  of  Los 
Angeles,  and  the  Department  of  Interior  are 
participating  in  this  history-making  project 
and  today  the  largest  combine,  comprising 
nearly  all  of  the  western  utilities,  is  dis¬ 
cussing  with  the  Department  of  Interior  the 
legitimate  role  each  can  play  in  meeting  the 
future  power  needs  of  a  10-State  area. 

4.  The  alternate  proposal  of  an  atomic 
plant  with  pumped  storage  proposed  by  the 
Electric  Coordinating  Council  of  New  Eng¬ 
land  in  its  last-minute  attempt  to  thwart 
the  Dickey  project  does  not  stand  up  as 
indicated  by  the  attached  memorandum. 

There  is  no  question  that  nuclear  energy 
holds  great  promise  for  the  future.  We 
think  it  should  be  developed  just  as  we  be¬ 
lieve  our  fossil  fuel  resources  should  be  de¬ 
veloped  and  used.  But  we  do  not  think  we 
can  casually  dismiss  the  flexibility  and  com¬ 
patibility  of  hydroelectric  energy  which  com¬ 
plements  rather  than  competes  with  thermal 
generating  sources.  The  fact  is  that  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  and  its  asso¬ 
ciated  transmission  system  will  help  stimu¬ 
late  the  aforementioned  use  of  fossil  fuel  and 
nuclear  energy  in  New  England  by  lowering 
rates  and  increasing  consumption  of  electri¬ 
cal  energy  thus  requiring  larger  thermal 
generating  capacity. 

5.  The  Dickey  project  has  been  thoroughly 
studied  since  a  survey  was  first  authorized 
by  President  Eisenhower  in  1956. 

6.  The  project  was  thoroughly  reviewed  by 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  which  gave 
the  project  a  green  light  only  after  making 
the  finding  that  there  was  no  better  alter¬ 
nate. 

7.  There  is  no  question  with  respect  to 
the  need  for-this  power.  Even  the  opponents 
to  the  project  admitted  this  need  in  hearings 
before  the  subcommittee. 

8.  Although  the  ratio  of  power  benefits  to 
flood  control  and  other  benefits  of  this  proj¬ 
ect  is  very  high,  this  is  certainly  not  unprec¬ 
edented  in  Congress  especially  where  the 
need  for  low-cost  power  is  acute. 

9.  As  a  long-standing  policy,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  does  not  discuss  the  mar¬ 
keting  of  power  for  any  project  prior  to  au¬ 
thorization  by  Congress.  This  policy  is  a 
sound  one  because  no  Member  of  the  House 
would  advocate  the  Federal  Government 
committing  itself  to  a  course  of  action  before 
the  proper  committees  of  the  House  and  the 
Congress  as  a  whole  had  approved  that 
course  of  action. 

10.  All  computations  were  made  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Senate  Document  No.  97.  Compu¬ 
tations  for  the  marketing  of  the  power  in¬ 
cluded  load  factor,  capacity,  and  energy  and 
repayment  within  50  years  which  included 
both  the  cost  of  the  project  ($227  million) 
plus  the  transmission  line  ($73  million). 


All  figures  were  studied  and  approved  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission. 

11.  The  project  as  the  support  of  all  ap¬ 
propriate  executive  agencies,  including  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Department  of 
Interior  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

12.  Power  costs  in  New  England  are  the 
highest  of  any  region  in  the  country;  and 
there  is  no  public  power  yardstick  in  any  of 
the  six  New  England  States. 

13.  The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project 
would  be  located  in  an  economically  de¬ 
pressed  area  where,  for  example,  33  percent 
of  the  families  have  incomes  of  less  than 
$3,000  per  year;  48.6  percent  of  the  popula¬ 
tion  is  over  65  or  under  15  years  of  age. 
This  is  an  area  where  wholesale  rates  for 
electric  energy  average  three  times  what 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  rates,  delivered  would 
be. 

14.  The  price  of  power  from  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School  project  will  be  less  than  one- 
half  that  of  the  average  charge  in  New  Eng¬ 
land  today. 

15.  All  of  the  power  projects  in  the  bill 
are  good  projects  in  meeting  the  benefit-cost 
tests  laid  down  by  the  Congress.  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School  compares  very  favorably  with 
these  other  projects. 

We  believe  this  project  to  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  Maine,  New  England,  and  the 
country  and  therefor  seek  your  support. 

Sincerely, 

Wm.  D.  Hathaway, 
Second  District,  Maine. 

Stanley  R.  Tupper, 

First  District,  Maine. 

Power  Company  Substitute  for  Dickey- 

Lincoln  School  Project  Is  Misleading, 

Costly,  and  Not  Capable  of  Serving  the 

Same  Purpose 

(By  the  National  Rural  Electric  Cooperative 
Association) 

The  Electric  Coordinating  Council  of  New 
England  (ECCNE) ,  which  numbers  the  prin¬ 
cipal  investor-owned  electric  utilities  in  that 
region  among  its  membership,  claims  that  it 
has  devised  a  substitute  project  which  pur¬ 
ports  to  be  superior  to  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  development  and  to  thereby  render 
the  latter  unnecessary.  The  proposed  sub¬ 
stitute  plan,  which  was  released  scarcely  a 
week  before  the  House  hearings,  combines  a 
pumped  storage  peaking  plant  in  western 
Massachusetts  and  a  nuclear  baseload  plant 
on  Long  Island  Sound  in  Connecticut  as  an 
alternative  to  the  all  hydro  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  development  in  northeastern  Maine. 
The  companies’  alternative  is  assertedly  de¬ 
signed  to  parallel  Dickey-Lincoln  School,  but 
it  fails  to  do  this  in  a  number  of  important 
respects. 

Dickey  and  Lincoln  School  would  together 
develop  794,000  kilowatts  of  installed  capac¬ 
ity.  Of  this  amount,  it  is  estimated  that 
635,000  kilowatts  of  capacity  would  be  used 
for  peaking  purposes  with  an  annual  output 
of  330  million  kilowatt-hours;  the  remaining 
159,000  kilowatts  being  used  to  produce  an 
annual  695  million  kilowatt-hours  of  energy 
at  50  percent  load  factor.  Net  annual  gen- 
ration  would  therefore  be  1,025  million  kilo¬ 
watt-hours. 

The  big  block  of  635,000-kilowatt  peaking 
capacity  would  be  available  to  any  electric 
system  which  operates  its  own  generation. 
Its  cost  delivered  would  be  $15  per  kilowatt 
per  year  as  compared  to  $23.50  per  kilo¬ 
watt/year  estimated  by  FPC  to  apply  to  new 
power  company  plants  scheduled  for  New 
England.  The  50-percent  load  factor  energy 
could  be  sold  to  co-ops,  municipals,  and 
power  companies  which  do  not  own  any  gen¬ 
eration.  It  would  be  firm  power  for  them. 
It  would  cost  them  about  7  mills/kilowatt- 
hour  delivered.  They  now  pay  from  13  to 
20  mills. 


The  ECCNE  proposal  embodies  a  pumped 
storage  peaking  project  of  612,000  kilowatts 
in  western  Massachusetts  and  a  159,000-kilo- 
watt  portion  of  a  700,000-kilowatt  nuclear 
plant  on  Long  Island  Sound.  The  combined 
project  would  develop  approximately  the 
same  capacity  and  annual  energy  as  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School.  But  the  similarity  between 
the  two  plans  ends  there. 

First  of  all,  very  little  transmission  is  as¬ 
sociated  with  the  ECCNE  proposal;  $4  mil¬ 
lion  compared  to  $73  million  in  transmission 
for  the  Federal  Dickey-Lincoln  School  proj¬ 
ect.  Thus,  the  ECCNE  plan  is  geographi¬ 
cally  no  substitute  because  its  power  could 
not  be  delivered  to  Maine,  New  Hampshire, 
or  eastern  Massachusetts.  Moreover,  the 
purported  economics  of  the  ECCNE  proposal 
are  not  supported  by  present  or  anticipated 
experience  in  the  electric  industry,  as  the 
following  points  make  clear : 

1.  The  $80  per  kilowatt  cost  of  ECCNE’s 
pumped  storage  peaking  capacity  is  lower 
than  anything  built  in  modern  times.  At 
chapter  7  (p.  121)  of  its  National  Power 
Survey,  entitled  “Peaking  Power,”  the  FPC 
states:  “Economically  attractive  projects 
usually  cost  $100  to  $120  per  kilowatt  or 
less.”  Experience  has  taught  that  this  esti¬ 
mate,  though  essentially  accurate,  may  be 
slightly  liberal. 

The  Taum  Sauk  project  of  the  Union  Elec¬ 
tric  Co. — the  most  recently  constructed 
pumped  storage  project  of  significance — has 
350,000  kilowatts  installed  and  cost  $50  mil¬ 
lion  to  construct,  for  a  cost  of  $143  per  kilo¬ 
watt.  Projects  in  Colorado,  one  under  con¬ 
struction  and  one  proposed,  anticipate  costs 
of  $107  per  kilowatt  and  $137  per  kilowatt, 
respectively. 

In  the  light  of  the  above,  a  realistic  cost 
for  the  ECCNE  pumped  storage  project 
would  be  $110  per  kilowatt,  or  $8,820,000;  38 
percent  above  the  ECCNE  estimate. 

2.  The  energy  costs  for  the  311  million 
kilowatt-hours  expected  to  be  generated  from 
the  ECCNE  pumped  storage  project  also 
seems  low.  A  widely  accepted  rule  of  thumb 
for  pumped  storage  units  requires  3  kilo¬ 
watt-hours  of  offpeak  steam  energy  to  pump 
water  uphill  in  order  to  get  2  kilowatt-hours 
of  peaking  energy  from  the  storage  reservoir 
when  the  water  is  allowed  to  run  back  down 
through  the  turbines.  Since  electric  energy, 
even  at  wholesale  rates,  would  be  bargain 
priced  at  4.62  mills  per  kilowatt-hour,  claimed 
by  ECCNE  to  be  its  pumping  cost  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour,  it  seems  clear  they  have  only 
counted  on  using  one  unit  of  energy  for 
pumping  in  order  to  get  one  back.  Therefore, 
the  proper  energy  costs  for  the  pumped  stor¬ 
age  project  would  not  be  4.62  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour  as  claimed  by  ECCNE, 
but  6.93  mills  per  kilowatt-hour.  As 
a  result,  the  total  energy  costs  for 
the  project  would  not  be  $1,480,000,  as 
claimed,  but  $2,230,000;  50  percent  above  the 
ECCNE  estimate. 

3.  The  ECCNE  plan  assumes  a  nuclear 
capacity  cost  of  $114  per  kilowatt  and  fuel 
cost  of  1.6  mills  per  kilowatt-hour,  both  of 
which  figures  seem  extremely  low.  Also,  the 
choice  of  a  700,000-kilowatt  plant  as  the 
source  of  such  capacity  which  would  be  avail¬ 
able  from  Dickey-Lincoln  School  is  inherently 
unfair  for  a  unit  cost  comparison. 

(a)  At  chapter  5  of  the  National  Power 
Survey,  entitled  “Nuclear  Pcwer,”  table  31 
indicates  that  a  500-megawatt  plant  con¬ 
structed  as  late  as  1970  would  have  a  cost  of 
from  $132  to  $152  per  kilowatt.  Fuel  costs 
for  such  a  project  at  that  time  might  be  1.7 
mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 

(b)  The  Advisory  Committee  Report  No. 
15  of  the  Survey,  entitled  “Nuclear  Develop¬ 
ment,”  states  in  its  table  1(A)  that  the  in¬ 
stalled  cost  of  a  500,000-kilowatt  nuclear 
unit  in  1967  will  vary  between  $160  and  $185, 
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with  fuel  costs  running  1.9  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour. 

(c)  We  respectfully  point  out  that  no 
project  approaching  the  size  of  700,000  kilo¬ 
watts,  which  the  ECCNE  proposal  envisions, 
has  yet  been  built  in  this  country.  The  best 
known  plant  approaching  that  size  is  the 
Oyster  Creek  plant  of  the  Jersey  Central 
Power  &  Light  Co.  which  would  have  a 
nameplate  515,000-kilowatt  unit  installed  at 
a  cost  of  $68  million,  averaging  out  to  a  per- 
kilowatt  cost  of  $132 — 16  percent  above  the 
$114  per  kilowatt  estimate  by  ECCNE.  An¬ 
other  plant  under  construction  is  the  Nine 
Mile  Point  Plant  of  the  Niagara-Mohawk 
Power  Corp.  which  would  develop  500,000 
kilowatts  installed  at  a  cost  of  $90.2  million; 
this  averages  out  to  a  cost  of  $180  per  kilo¬ 
watt,  58  percent  above  the  ECCNE  estimate. 

In  view  of  the  above  it  is  likely  that  the 
159,000-kilowatt  plant  would  cost  $180  per 
kilowatt,  while  the  700,000-kilowatt  plant 
would  cost  $130  per  kilowatt,  both  substan¬ 
tially  higher  than  the  ECCNE  estimate. 

4.  The  ECCNE  estimate  of  associated  trans¬ 
mission  is  only  $3,950,000,  as  against  an  esti¬ 
mated  $73  million  for  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  transmission.  The  ECCNE  proposal 
thus  envisions  transmission  construction 
being  limited  to  the  immediate  location  of 
the  plants.  Citizens  of  Vermont  and  of  New 
Hampshire  and  of  Maine  would  apparently  be 
limited  to  existing  transmission  line  voltages, 
most  of  which,  at  115  kilovolts,  have  only 
one-ninth  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  pro¬ 


Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  pleased  to  be  able  to  speak  in 
support  of  the  rivers  and  harbors  omni¬ 
bus  bill  that  is  presently  before  this  body. 

I  wish  to  take  this  time  briefly  to  compli¬ 
ment  the  chairman  and  the  ranking 
members  on  all  the  committees.  As  the 
gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer] 
has  so  ably  suggested,  whenever  this 
committee  has’  an  opportunity  to  work 
its  will,  I  am  convinced  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  one  of  the  finest  committees  in  the 
House. 

During  this  past  year  we  have  been  hit 
with  disasters  and  tragedies  throughout 
the  Nation.  Not  only  has  this  committee 
concerned  itself  with  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  and  recommendations  to  correct 
some  of  these  problems  in  the  future,  but 
this  particular  committee  has  gone  out 
into  these  various  areas  and  actually  seen 
firsthand  some  of  the  problems.  Chair¬ 
man  Jones  of  Alabama  has  demon- 


posed  345-kilovolt  Federal  lines.  Thus,  the 
ECCNE  proposal,  in  terms  of  its  location,  is 
not  a  substitute  for  the  Federal  project. 

5.  There  is  no  assurance  whatever  that 
any  savings  derived  by  the  companies  from 
their  proposal  would  result  in  lower  power 
bills  for  the  consumers  of  New  England. 
During  the  hearings,  the  ECCNE  company 
witnesses  refused  flatly  and  repeatedly  to 
answer  questions  as  to  the  rate  at  which 
power  from  their  proposed  substitute  would 
be  sold.  We  know  that  the  Federal  power 
would  be  cheaper  than  any  existing  or  poten¬ 
tial  source  in  New  England — $15  per  kilowatt 
per  year  plus  3  mills  for  energy. 

In  the  light  of  the  above  facts,  without 
which  it  cannot  be  properly  understood,  the 
ECCNE  proposal  is  reevaluated  and  compared 
with  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  projects  in 
tabular  form  in  the  appendix.  The  table 
shows  quite  clearly  that  the  annual  cost  of 
the  ECCNE  proposal  would  far  exceed  that 
of  Dickey-Lincoln  Schol.  The  ECCNE  proj¬ 
ects  are  also  deficient  in  that  they  would  not 
provide  the  average  annual  $1  million  bene¬ 
fits  to  flood  control,  area  redevelopment,  and 
downstream  hydro  projects  attributable  to 
Dickey-Lincoln  School. 

In  short,  Dickey-Lincoln  School  will  pro¬ 
vide  more  benefits  at  lower  cost  than  the 
ECCNE  alternatives.  And,  of  overriding  im¬ 
portance  to  the  people  of  New  England,  the 
benefits  of  the  low-cost  power  to  be  developed 
at  the  Federal  project  will  flow  through  to 
the  consumer. 


strated  great  leadership,  compassion,  and 
understanding  as  he  directed  many  of 
these  visitations.  It  was  my  privilege  to 
accompany  him  on  most  of  these  trips. 
We  toured  most  of  the  United  States 
wherever  disasters  took  place  with  these 
committees.  I  can  say  without  any  res¬ 
ervation  that  this  was  one  of  the  greatest 
morale  boosters  to  the  people  in  the  areas 
affected,  at  a  time  when  they  really 
needed  it  the  most,  that  I  have  ever  seen. 

This  bill  would  authorize  some  of  the 
most  needed  public  works  projects,  and  it 
should  have  the  support  of  every  Member 
of  this  body. 

Like  most  of  the  bills  that  come  before 
us,  there  are  areas  in  which  we  have  dis¬ 
agreements.  I  cannot  say  I  support 
everything  in  the  bill.  But  by  and  large, 
this  is  a  good  bill,  and  will  be  of  great 
benefit  not  only  to  the  Congress  but  to 
the  entire  country. 

As  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  a  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Rivers,  Harbors,  and  Flood 
Control,  which  held  more  than  a  month 
of  hearings  on  the  bill,  I  believe  I  can 
testify  with  some  degree  of  accuracy  to 
the  almost  incalculable  amount  of  hu- 
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man  suffering  and  property  damage  that 
will  be  saved  if  these  projects  are  com¬ 
pleted. 

Last  winter  my  own  congressional  dis¬ 
trict  suffered  from  a  lack  of  projects  such 
as  these.  I  fervently  hope  a  failure  of 
foresight  and  planning  will  not  allow  this 
to  happen  again. 

This  past  year  we  have  seen  the  loss  of 
hundreds  of  lives  and  many  millions  of 
dollars  of  property  damaged  by  floods 
throughout  our  Nation.  If  we  are  to 
prevent  similar  catastrophes  from  hap¬ 
pening  each  year,  now  is  the  time  to 
authorize  these  projects  so  the  final 
planning  can  begin. 

I  sincerely  believe  that  we  are  discuss¬ 
ing  an  area  today  in  which  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  is  right  and  proper.  These 
projects  represent  the  best  in  intergov¬ 
ernmental  cooperation.  It  takes  both 
local  interest  and  Federal  Government  to 
bring  any  project  to  a  successful  conclu¬ 
sion.  To  my  mind,  that  is  how  it 
should  be. 

The  reasons  why  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  participate  in  these  proj¬ 
ects  are  many.  First,  many  of  the 
projects  are  interstate  in  nature  and,  as 
such,  properly  belong  in  the  sphere  of 
activities  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Second,  some  of  the  projects  deal  with 
navigable  waterways  and  they,  too,  are 
a  function  of  our  Federal  Government 
because  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  jur¬ 
isdiction  over  the  navigable  streams  of 
America. 

Finally,  many  of  these  projects  require 
financial  resources  that  are  beyond  the 
reach  of  local  interests.  Certainly  the 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  is  to  do 
that  which  cannot  be  done  at  a  lower 
level  of  government.  Included  in  this 
bill  there  are  projects  which  could  not 
and  would  not  be  undertaken  if  left 
solely  to  local  interests,  as  the  local  in¬ 
terests  have  neither  the  financial  re¬ 
sources  nor  the  expertise  to  devote  to 
these  large  projects. 

Quite  frankly,  I  wish  that  some  of  the 
States  throughout  the  Nation  would  de¬ 
velop  programs  of  public  works  authori¬ 
zation  on  their  own,  with  respect  to 
smaller  community  projects,  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  cities,  counties,  and  local 
districts.  This  would  be  an  example  of 
our  federal  system  of  government  work¬ 
ing  at  its  best. 

Before  concluding  my  remarks,  I 
should  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
thank  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Reclamation,  and  other  agencies, 
for  their  excellent  cooperation  in  pre¬ 
paring  the  preliminary  plans  for  the 
projects  in  this  bill.  I  personally  have 
had  the  finest  working  relationship 
with  these  two  agencies,  and  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  to  commend  them  from  the 
House  floor  today.  Certainly,  inter¬ 
agency  cooperation  for  multiple  purpose 
project  development  must  be  the  theme 
of  this  Congress  as  we  offer  legislation 
to  advance  the  orderly  development  of 
this  great  Nation.  This  is  our  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  I  am  convinced  our  commit¬ 
tee  has  done  an  excellent  job  in  propos¬ 
ing  this  omnibus  bill  to  the  House  for 
approval. 


Appendix 

Economic  comparison  of  Dickey-Lincoln  School  with  ECCNE-proposed  “Substitute” 


ECCNE  proposal*  1 

With  700- 
megawatt 
nuclear 
plant 

With  159- 
megawatt 
nuclear 
plant 

$8, 820, 000 
2, 230, 000 

$8,820,000 

2, 230, 000 

3,040,000 

4, 210, 000 

1, 250, 000 
600,000 

1, 530, 000 
600,000 

15, 940,  000 

17, 390, 000 

Dickey- 

Lincoln 

School 


Fixed  charges  for  peaking  power  (13.1  percent  of  $110) . 

Energy  costs  for  peaking  power  (at  6.93  mills  per  kilowatt-hour) . . 

Fixed  charges  for  load  factor  power  ($19.10  per  kilowatt  for  700-megawatt 

plant;  $26.60  per  kilowatt  for  169-megawatt  plant) _ 

Energy  costs  for  load  factor  power  (1.8  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  for  700- 
megawatt  plant;  2.2  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  for  159-megawatt  plant) 
Annual  charges  for  transmission _ _ _ 


i  Figures  are  those  submitted  by  ECCNE  corrected  to  reflect  industry  experience  and  FPC  estimates. 
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Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mrs.  Dwyer]. 

(Mrs.  DWYER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  several  provisions  in  the  omnibus 
rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  bill 
now  before  us  which  I  believe  make  this 
an  outstanding  piece  of  legislation.  At 
the  outset,  therefore,  I  want  to  express 
my  appreciation  for  the  work  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee  and  especially  its 
Subcommittees  on  Flood  Control  and 
Rivers  and  Harbors. 

This  year,  more  than  most,  we  have 
experienced  in  this  country  the  great  de¬ 
structive  power  of  nature — both  in  the 
prolonged  drought  which  has  afflicted 
most  of  the  populous  Northeast  and  in 
the  severe  flooding  which  has  devas¬ 
tated  areas  in  the  West.  We  have 
learned  again  that  conservation,  control, 
and  development  of  our  precious  water 
resources  in  a  matter  of  growing  urgency, 
especially  as  our  people  continue  to  con¬ 
gregate  in  heavily  populated  urban  areas 
and  place  an  increasing  strain  on  the 
capacity  of  State  and  local  governments 
to  provide  these  basic  water  resources. 
It  is  the  purpose  of  this  bill,  therefore,  to 
harness  nature,  to  overcome  the  ex¬ 
tremes  of  shortage  and  surfeit,  and  to 
make  our  water  resources  better  serve 
the  needs  of  our  people.  If  there  are  un- 
necesary,  unwise  or  low  priority  projects 
included  in  this  or  similar  bills,  then  I 
suggest  the  proper  approach  is  not  to 
condemn  the  legislation  with  the  broad 
brush  of  “pork  barrel”  but  to  identify  the 
projects  that  lack  justification  and  seek 
to  delete  them  on  the  basis  of  their  in¬ 
dividual  lack  of  merit.  ' 

Among  the  provisions  in  which  I  am 
especially  interested,  Mr.  Chairman,  are 
the  following: 

First,  the  authorization  of  a  Federal 
flood  control  project  in  the  Elizabeth 
River  Basin.  As  recommended  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  approved  by  the 
committee,  this  project  will  cost  a  total 
of  $12,200,000,  of  which  $9,769,000  is  the 
Federal  share.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  is 
1.3,  and  the  appropriate  Federal  and 
State  agencies  have  given  the  project 
their  unanimous  approval. 

As  the  committee  has  indicated  in  its 
report,  the  Elizabeth  River  flood  control 
project  is  necessary.  Severe  and  de¬ 
structive  floods  have  been  a  recurrent 
problem,  especially  in  the  densely  popu¬ 
lated,  heavily  industrialized  section  of 
the  river  basin  that  lies  in  Union,  Hill¬ 
side,  and  Elizabeth.  The  recommended 
improvements  will  protect  the  basin 
against  the  worst  floods  on  record,  both 
fluvial  and  tidal,  and  such  flooding  at 
current  costs  would  cause  damage  esti¬ 
mated  at  $3,700,000. 

This  is  a  most  worthwhile  project,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  one  that  the  governing 
bodies,  private  organizations,  and  the 
people  wholeheartedly  support. 

Second,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  widening 
of  the  entrance  channel  to  Kill  van  Kull 
from  upper  New  York  Bay.  The  com¬ 
mittee  considers  this  project  to  be  urgent 
for  the  safe  and  efficient  use  of  the  chan¬ 
nel,  and  those  who  are  familiar  with  the 


importance  of  the  channel  and  its  essen¬ 
tial  role  in  the  huge  commerce  of  the 
Port  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  will 
concur  vigorously. 

This  one  entrance  channel  carries  no 
less  than  50  percent  of  the  waterborne 
commerce  of  the  entire  port  area — a 
greater  volume  of  traffic  than  is  carried 
by  any  other  coastal  port  in  the  United 
States. 

The  narrowness  of  the  present  en¬ 
trance  channel  has  caused  an  increasing 
number  of  collisions,  groundings,  and 
near  accidents,  and  conditions  there  are 
considered  critical  especially  in  view  of 
the  bigger,  heavier  vessels  now  using  the 
channel  to  reach  Port  Elizabeth  and  Port 
Newark  in  Newark  Bay.  Recognizing 
this  fact,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  sep¬ 
arated  the  Kill  van  Kull  entrance  project 
from  its  more  comprehensive  review  of 
the  New  York-New  Jersey  Channels  and 
in  March  of  this  year  recommended  to 
Congress  that  the  entrance  be  widened 
from  800  to  1,400  feet  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,581,000. 

This  project,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  vital 
not  only  in  the  interests  of  safety  and 
convenience  but  also  of  the  continued 
growth  of  one  of  the  world’s  busiest  port 
areas,  the  rapidly  developing  facilities 
along  the  shores  of  Newark  Bay. 

Third,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  refer  to  the 
decision  of  the  committee,  which  it  has 
noted  in  its  report  on  the  bill,  to  report 
an  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 
control  bill  every  year,  rather  than  every 
2  to  4  years.  This  is  a  highly  welcome 
change,  and  I  applaud  the  committee  for 
making  it.  As  the  report  points  out, 
when  the  report  of  a  proposed  project 
is  transmitted  to  Congress  following  en¬ 
actment  of  an  omnibus  bill,  it  has  meant 
a  further  delay  of  2,  3,  or  4  years  before 
the  project  is  finally  authorized — a  delay 
which,  in  many  cases,  can  be  extremely 
costly. 

One  such  case  comes  immediately  to 
mind.  The  single  most  important  cur¬ 
rent  project  in  the  whole  New  York-New 
Jersey  port  area — the  largest  in  the 
world — is  the  overhaul  of  navigation 
channels  in  Newark  Bay.  This  is  the 
center  of  the  greatest  growth  in  the  port 
area,  focusing  chiefly  on  the  development 
of  Port  Elizabeth  and  Port  Newark  which, 
when  completed,  will  be  the  largest  ter¬ 
minals  in  the  port.  Waterborne  com¬ 
merce  in  Newark  Bay  already  exceeds  10 
million  tons  annually,  with  an  estimated 
value  of  $6  billion. 

The  principal  factor  in  the  growth  of 
the  area’s  commerce  has  been  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  movement  of  deep-draft 
vessels  which,  in  order  to  operate  at 
capacity,  require  deeper  and  wider  chan¬ 
nels  than  are  now  available.  The  Corps 
of  Engineers,  which  has  completed  its 
preliminary  report  on  this  project,  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  recommend  major  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  Newark  Bay  channels. 
Final  transmittal  of  a  favorable  report 
has,  however,  been  impossible  prior  to 
action  on  the  pending  bill.  Without  the 
announced  decision  of  the  committee  to 
consider  annual  authorization  bills, 
therefore,  this  extremely  significant 
project  would  be  consigned  to  several 
more  years  of  limbo,  and  at  a  time  when 
the  improvements  are  critically  needed. 


The  Port  of  New  York  Authority  alone 
is  investing  hundreds  of  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars  in  port  facilities  on  Newark  Bay. 
Port  Newark  now  employs  more  than 

4.500  people  with  an  annual  payroll  ex¬ 
ceeding  $25  million.  When  completed, 
Port  Elizabeth  will  employ  an  estimated 

9.500  people  earning  more  than  $52  mil¬ 
lion  a  year. 

These  figures,  I  think  you  will  agree, 
suggest  the  tremendous  importance  to 
the  economy  of  our  area  of  the  proposed 
projects  for  the  improvement  of  chan¬ 
nels  in  Newark  Bay.  And  for  this  rea¬ 
son,  we  are  grateful  to  the  committee  for 
its  decision  which  will  save  years  in  pro¬ 
viding  the  improvements  so  badly  needed. 

Fourth,  and  finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  add  my  strong  endorsement  of 
title  I  of  the  bill — a  triumph  of  imagina¬ 
tion  and  determination,  far  and  away 
the  most  important  single  effort  so  far 
devised  in  Congress  to  do  something  ef¬ 
fective  about  solving  the  critical  water 
shortage  problem  in  the  Northeast.  This 
one  title  makes  the  present  bill  histori¬ 
cally  important  and  presents  the  Con¬ 
gress  with  an  unprecedented  opportunity 
to  set  in  motion  a  series  of  studies  which 
will  result,  hopefully,  in  the  construction 
of  a  comprehensive,  regionwide  system  of 
reservoirs,  completely  interrelated  with 
each  other  and  fully  integrated  with 
existing  facilities.  Such  a  system  is  our 
only  assurance  that  on  a  long-term  basis 
the  most  heavily  populated,  most  intense¬ 
ly  industrialized  section  of  the  United 
States  will  have  enough  water  to  meet 
its  increasing  and  essential  needs. 

Consequently,  I  hope  the  House  will 
give  this  new  and  far-reaching  title  the 
strongest  possible  support.  And  while  I 
do  not  wish  to  be  a  part  of  what  seems  to 
be  an  interagency  tug  of  war,  or  a  battle 
for  power  over  the  development  of  the 
Northeast’s  water  resources,  I  must  ex¬ 
press  my  deep  regret  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  according  to  reliable  reports,  op¬ 
poses  title  I.  I  know  of  no  substantive 
reason  for  this  alleged  opposition,  nor 
can  I  understand  what  seems  to  me  the 
completely  groundless  opposition  of  the 
Delaware  River  Basin  Commission.  Title 
I  simply  authorizes  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  prepare  a  plan  to  meet  the 
Northeast  region’s  future  water  supply 
needs.  Every  individual  project  result¬ 
ing  from  the  Engineers’  study  would 
have  to  go  through  the  full  authorization 
and  appropriation  process.  The  fears  of 
the  commission  and,  apparently,  of  the 
administration,  appear  in  this  light  to 
be  quite  groundless. 

I  hope,  therefore,  that  the  House  will 
reject  any  amendment  to  delete  or  sub¬ 
stantially  change  title  I.  In  particular, 
I  hope  we  will  not  be  influenced  to  trans¬ 
fer  the  authority  to  make  the  study  and 
prepare  the  plan  from  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  another  agency  which  may  not 
possess  the  resources,  the  experience,  the 
operating  capacity  or  the  legal  authority 
to  carry  out  this  huge  responsibility. 

All  of  us,  Mr.  Chairman,  agree  that  the 
time  for  action  is  now,  both  on  a  long¬ 
term  and  short-term  basis.  Title  I  rep¬ 
resents  a  carefully  calculated  response 
to  the  long-term  need.  It  would  be  very 
unfortunate  to  lose  sight  of  our  mutual 
objective  and  allow  ourselves  to  get 
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bogged  down  in  essentially  extraneous 
and  irrelevant  considerations  and  lose 
this  great  opportunity  to  get  moving. 

Tens  of  millions  of  people  In  northeast 
New  Jersey,  New  York,  Philadelphia,  and 
the  wide  region  surrounding  this  giant 
metropolitan  center  have  been  brought 
to  the  brink  of  disaster  by  the  present 
drought.  We  simply  cannot  wait  any 
longer  to  do  what  we  all  know  must  be 
done.  We  have  paid  lip  service  to  the 
need  during  the  weeks  and  months  of 
the  emergency.  Now  is  the  time  to  back 
up  our  words  with  our  votes. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentlewoman  yield  ? 

Mrs.  DWYER.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentlewoman  from  New  Jersey 
for  the  very  effective  testimony  she  pre¬ 
sented  to  our  Subcommittee  on  Flood 
Control  on  the  Elizabeth  River  Basin 
project.  She  was  one  of  the  most  per¬ 
suasive  witnesses  who  came  before  our 
subcommittee  during  the  entire  hearing. 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Thank  you  very  much. 
I  certainly  appreciate  that  remark. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Sikes!  . 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  chairman  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  and  the  appro¬ 
priate  subcommittees  thereof  for  bring¬ 
ing  this  bill  to  the  floor. 

The  water  problems  of  the  Nation  are 
becoming  increasingly  serious.  This  is 
the  proper  medium  for  seeking  solutions 
to  those  problems. 

I  asked  for  this  time  primarily  to 
discuss  projects  which  have  been  recom¬ 
mended  for  authorization  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  since  the  bill  was  reported. 
This  organization  has,  as  of  last  Friday, 
recommended  the  approval  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  authorization  for  12  additional 
projects.  One  of  these  is  a  project  in 
which  I  am  very  keenly  interested.  It  is 
the  Gulf  County  Canal  project  which  is 
found  in  the  First  District  of  Florida. 
It  is  not  a  costly  project,  the  Federal 
share  is  something  under  a  half  million 
dollars,  but  it  connects  the  Gulf  Intra- 
coastal  Canal  with  the  port  of  St.  Joe 
and  St.  Joseph’s  Harbor,  Fla.,  and  as 
such  serves  a  very  important  purpose  to 
an  industrial  community.  It  would  be 
my  hope  that  these  newly  recommended 
projects  could  be  included  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill.  However,  I  am  mindful  of  the 
fact  that  they  total  something  over  $150 
million.  I  am  somewhat  reluctant  to  as¬ 
sume  the  responsibility  of  asking  the 
committee  to  open  the  door  for  one,  be¬ 
cause  I  realize  it  is  tanamount  to  open¬ 
ing  the  door  for  all  of  them. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  have 
the  attention  of  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  at  this  point.  First  of 
all,  I  am  told  that  the  committee  pro¬ 
poses  to  have  an  annual  authorization 
bill.  I  would  certainly  hope  that  this  is 
going  to  be  the  case,  because  we  have 
waited  three  years  for  the  present  omni¬ 
bus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control 
bill  and  that  3 -year  wait  has  been  a  very 


taxing  and  trying  time  for  some  of  us 
who  had  meritorious  and  worthwhile 
projects  which  have  needed  authoriza¬ 
tion  and  construction.  However,  in  ad¬ 
dition,  I  understand  the  present  bill  car¬ 
ries  language  which  permits  the  com¬ 
mittee  itself  to  authorize  projects  of  less 
than  one-half  million  dollars  in  cost 
without  the  necessity  for  congressional 
action.  The  Federal  contribution  to  the 
project  to  which  I  refer  would  be  $470,- 
000.  If  I  can  yield  to  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  am  I  cor¬ 
rect  in  the  assumption  which  I  stated. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Yes.  Your  statement 
is  absolutely  correct. 

Mr.  SIKES.  May  I  ask  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend,  who  has  contributed 
much  to  good  legislation  in  this  and  other 
fields,  whether  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
committee  to  handle  expeditiously  proj¬ 
ects  such  as  the  one  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred,  which  has  been  recommended  and 
which  is  less  than  half  a  million  dollars 
in  cost  so  that  there  will  be  no  necessity 
for  these  projects  to  have  to  wait  for 
another  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  That  is  exactly  the 
purpose.  It  is  a  great  inequity  and  does 
great  injustice.  There  are  many  proj¬ 
ects  of  small  and  modest  size  which  are 
completely  worthwhile  and  about  which 
there  is  no  question  whatsoever,  but 
they  have  to  wait  for  2  or  3  or  4  years 
in  the  committee  for  an  omnibus  bill. 

But  through  no  fault  of  their  own,  year 
after  year  numerous  projects  are  sug¬ 
gested,  such  as  the  gentleman  has  men¬ 
tioned  here,  that  are  put  in  the  “deep 
freeze.”  So  our  thought  would  be  this, 
that  the  smaller  type  projects  could  be 
put  right  out.  They  would  not  be  by¬ 
passing  anything.  They  would  have  to 
meet  all  of  the  criteria  and  go  through  all 
the  steps  and  the  processes,  and  some  of 
them  might  take  several  years,  such  as 
any  other  projects  may  take. 

We  hope  to  have  and  we  do  intend 
to  have  an  omnibus  bill  each  year  from 
now  on. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Certainly  this  will  im¬ 
prove  the  procedure  for  handling  these 
matters.  The  gentleman  has  been  most 
reassuring.  Before  I  yielded  the  floor 
may  I  respectfully  remind  my  good  and 
distinguished  friend  that  I  am  talking 
about  the  Gulf  County  Canal  in  Florida. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  am  delighted  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  should  like  to  submit  a  question  to 
the  chairman  of  the  committee.  As  he 
knows,  on  the  North  Coast  of  California 
we  were  hit  very  hard  by  tidal  waves.  If 
I  understand  this  correctly — and  I  should 
like  his  comments  on  it,  however — with 
this  new  concept  in  the  bill  itself,  those 
projects  on  the  North  Coast  of  California 
will  qualify  to  come  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  each  year,  providing  they  qualify 
otherwise? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
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extend  my  remarks  in  the  Record  imme¬ 
diately  following  those  of  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Sikes]. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SIKES.  I  yield  to  my  colleague 
from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  con¬ 
cur  in  what  the  gentleman  has  said.  As 
I  understand,  the  Gulf  County  Canal  has 
been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  I 
do  not  think  there  will  be  any  problem 
getting  it  authorized  expeditiously. 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very 
grateful  for  my  distinguished  friend’s 
comments.  It  is  a  needed  project  which 
I  trust  will  have  early  and  favorable  ac¬ 
tion  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  EDWARDS  of  Alabama.  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  support  of  S.  2300,  au¬ 
thorizing  funds  for  river  and  harbor  and 
flood  control  projects,  I  want  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  two  projects  which  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  and  deserve  approval. 

And  in  this  connection  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 
I  know  that  members  of  the  committee 
have  spent  many  many  hours  of  diligent, 
thorough,  and  hard  work  studying  the 
various  projects  submitted  to  them.  The 
American  people  owe  much  to  this  com¬ 
mittee. 

The  Gulf  Coast  of  Alabama  has  some 
of  the  finest  fishing  and  recreational 
potential  of  any  coast  area  of  the  coun¬ 
try.  Part  of  the  area  has  been  developed, 
but  other  parts  need  improvements  so 
that  the  potential  which  is  there  can  be 
fully  realized  in  terms  of  both  added 
economic  strength  and  in  terms  of  rec¬ 
reational  values  which  the  countiy  is 
coming  more  to  appreciate  with  each 
passing  year. 

One  of  the  important  commercial 
fishing  and  pleasure  boat  areas  along 
the  Gulf  Coast  of  Alabama  is  Bayou  La 
Batre  which  extends  from  the  sea  inland 
approximately  24,000  feet  to  the  town  of 
the  same  name.  The  town  of  Bayou  La 
Batre  is  30  miles  southwest  of  Mobile. 

The  channel  should  be  maintained  at 
a  depth  of  9  feet  by  previous  authoriza¬ 
tion.  However  over  the  years  it  has 
difficult  to  maintain  that  depth,  with  the 
result  that  serious  difficulty  has  been  en¬ 
countered  by  craft  of  various  kinds  in 
negotiating  from  the  community  to  the 
sea. 

Many  individuals  depend  on  this  navi¬ 
gation  for  their  livelihood.  An  exten¬ 
sive  industry  in  shrimp,  oysters  and 
other  seafood  revolves  around  the  fishing 
activity  made  possible  by  the  Bayou  it¬ 
self. 

In  July  1964,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
recommended  a  12-foot  channel  for 
Bayou  La  Batre.  To  implement  that 
recommendation  an  item  of  $262,000  is 
included  in  this  bill. 

The  12-foot  channel  will  bring  solid 
opportunity  for  development  along  the 
waterway  and  in  the  community  of 
Bayou  La  Batre.  People  there  have 
been  master  boat  builders  for  genera¬ 
tions  but  many  orders  have  been  lost 
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for  the  lack  of  a  satisfactory  access  to 
the  sea. 

There  are  no  better  fisherman  any¬ 
where  than  in  this  area.  And  yet  when 
they  come  in  with  a  successful  catch 
they  often  must  unload  in  neighboring 
areas  because  they  cannot  get  into  their 
own  port  without  tearing  the  bottom  out 
of  their  boats. 

The  improved  navigational  opportuni¬ 
ties  will  mean  recreational  advantages 
as  well.  Sport  fishing  and  pleasure 
boating  are  swiftly  increasing  as  major 
recreational  activities. 

And  while  a  few  years  ago  the  country 
considered  recreational  needs  to  be  un¬ 
important  or  even  foolish,  the  time  is 
fast  coming  when  we  consider  adequate 
recreational  facilities  to  be  essential  to 
the  economy  as  well  as  to  the  full  life 
which  we  as  Americans  seek. 

The  second  item  I  want  to  mention 
today  is  the  Perdido  Pass  channel.  This 
channel  is  located  about  half  way  be¬ 
tween  Mobile  and  Pensacola,  and  forms 
part  of  the  boundary  between  Alabama 
and  Florida. 

The  bill  provides  $625,000  for  work  in 
establishing  a  12-foot  channel  between 
Perdido  Pass  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
and  a  9-foot  channel  from  the  Pass  to 
Perdido  Bay,  and  also  a  9 -foot  channel 
into  Terry  Cove. 

There  has  been  no  Federal  project  in¬ 
volved  here  before.  The  navigable 
depth  in  many  places  is  less  than  4  feet. 
And  craft  requiring  greater  depths  must 
use  routes  several  miles  away.  Only  in 
calm  weather  can  the  Perdido  route  be 
used  at  all  without  hazardous  conditions. 

The  project  includes  non-Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  amount  of  $471,000. 
Local  interests  are  especially  interested 
in  this  improvement  as  a  means  of  rea¬ 
lizing  the  great  commercial  fishing  po¬ 
tential  of  the  area  and  the  sport  fishing 
and  pleasure  boat  activities  as  well. 

Again  I  want  to  commend  the  work 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
I  welcome  this  progress  toward  needed 
improvements  in  the  Bayou  La  Batre 
and  the  Perdido  Pass  channels. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmond¬ 
son]. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remax-ks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
support  S.  2300  and  commend  the  able 
chairmen  of  the  committee  and  its  sub¬ 
committees  for  the  splendid  work  they 
have  done. 

This  bill  looks  to  the  future  and  en¬ 
deavors  to  meet,  in  statesmanlike  man¬ 
ner,  the  needs  of  our  country  in  the  years 
ahead. 

A  good  example  is  afforded  by  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  bill  of  approval  for  Shidler 
Reservoir,  on  Salt  Creek,  in  Oklahoma. 

This  reservoir  is  urgently  needed  by 
the  communities  of  the  area,  and  their 
future  growth  is  dependent  upon  its  con¬ 
struction. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  community  that 
has  worked  harder  in  support  of  a  project 
than  the  city  of  Shidler,  under  the  able 
leadership  of  Mayor  G.  L.  Willis  and  civic 
leader  Ben  Jones.  I  share  their  convic¬ 


tion  that  the  growth  of  their  area  will  be 
advanced  tremendously  by  Shidler  Reser¬ 
voir,  and  major  flood  control  and  recre¬ 
ational  benefits  will  accompany  the 
water  conservation  benefits. 

I  hope  this  bill  will  be  overwhelmingly 
approved  and  an  early  start  on  the 
Shidler  project  will  follow. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  FlyntI. 

(Mr.  FLYNT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  en¬ 
thusiastically  support  S.  2300  and  the 
language  thereof  as  reported  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works.  I 
entertain  confidence  in  and  great  re¬ 
spect  for  the  members  of  the  committee, 
individually  and  collectively. 

Emblazoned  on  the  wall  of  the  Cham¬ 
ber  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  di¬ 
rectly  above  the  chair  occupied  by  the 
presiding  officer,  are  the  words  of  Daniel 
Webster : 

Let  us  develop  the  resources  of  our  laud, 
call  forth  its  powers,  build  up  its  institu¬ 
tions,  promote  all  its  great  interests  and 
see  whether  we  also  in  our  day  and  genera¬ 
tion  may  not  perform  something  worthy  to 
be  remembered. 

In  the  favorable  consideration  and  pas¬ 
sage  of  legislation  such  as  we  are  now 
considering,  we  are  following  the  in¬ 
structions  and  the  imperative  of  our 
predecessor,  Mr.  Webster.  The  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  omnibus  flood  control  and 
rivers  and  harbors  bill  is  always  one 
which  brings  us  to  a  closer  realization 
of  the  great  strength  of  the  natural  re¬ 
sources  of  the  United  States. 

Under  the  criteria  established  by  the 
Congress  and  by  the  rules  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  the  benefit-cost 
ratio  of  the  projects  listed  in  bills  of  this 
character  must  exceed  unity.  That 
means  that  every  dollar  authorized  and 
eventually  appropriated  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  these  natural  resources  is  an  in¬ 
vestment  in  America  and  its  future. 
May  it  always  be  so,  so  that  each  of  us 
in  our  time  may  have  contributed  to  the 
development  and  strengthening  of  our 
land,  of  our  resources,  and  of  our  future. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  call  attention  to  the 
foresight  and  long-range  vision  which 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  has 
demonstrated  by  including  the  language 
of  title  I — Northeastern  U.S.  Water  Sup¬ 
ply — as  appears  on  pages  37  and  38.  All 
of  us  are  well  aware  of  the  dangerous 
situation  which  has  developed  in  New 
York  and  other  parts  of  the  northeast¬ 
ern  United  States,  which  has  been  caused 
by  severe  drought  conditions. 

An  entire  area  comprising  more  than 
20  million  people  is  experiencing  a  dan¬ 
gerously  low  level  of  usable  water  supply 
for  personal,  residential,  commercial  and 
industrial  purposes.  This  is  a  problem 
which  affects  not  only  the  areas  and  the 
people  involved,  but  affects  the  entire 
Nation. 

The  careful  study  and  the  excellent 
judgment  of  the  committee  is  clearly 
demonstrated  by  the  directions  to  pre¬ 
pare  and  plan  to  meet  the  long-range 
water  needs  of  the  United  States.  I 
strongly  support  this  section  as  it  is 


strong  evidence  of  the  necessity  to  de¬ 
velop  and  conserve  our  water  resources. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLYNT.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
friend  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Landrum]. 

Mr.  LANDRUM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wish  to  join  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Flynt]  in  expressing  approval 
of  the  committee’s  action  in  placing  into 
this  bill  this  new  concept  of  treating  our 
Nation’s  critical  water  problem. 

Further,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  Georgia  for 
including  in  his  statement  supporting 
this  bill  his  approval  of  title  I  of  the 
bill. 

I  believe  there  is  no  more  important 
problem  facing  the  United  States  today, 
at  least  domestically,  than  the  short  wa¬ 
ter  supply  that  is  developing  year  after 
year  in  various  sections  of  the  country. 

I  further  believe  it  is  well  for  us  to 
recognize  the  problem  in  the  northeast¬ 
ern  section  of  the  United  States  where 
the  great  population  centers  lie,  and  di¬ 
rect  our  initial  studies  to  the  problem  in 
this  area. 

I  am  glad  to  join  the  gentleman  not 
only  in  support  of  the  entire  bill  but  in 
speaking  enthusiastically  on  this  new 
concept  in  an  effort  to  solve  the  water 
needs  of  the  Northeast  United  States  and 
with  the  hope  that  we  point  the  way  to 
avoid  such  critical  circumstances  in  other 
sections  of  this  country. 

(Mr.  LANDRUM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  while  ap¬ 
proving  of  the  bill  as  a  whole,  I  partic¬ 
ularly  approve  that  portion  contained  on 
lines  11  through  21  on  page  44  of  the 
bill  as  reported  to  the  House.  Together 
with  my  colleagues  in  the  other  body,  I 
have  sponsored  and  advocated  this  legis¬ 
lation  in  fulfillment  of  a  promise  which 
I  made  to  my  friends  and  neighbors  when 
I  first  campaigned  for  election  to  Con¬ 
gress.  I  believe  in  river  development  as 
a  proper  Federal  function  and  as  part 
of  a  comprehensive  plan  of  resource  con¬ 
servation  and  the  development  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power. 

I  believe  that  I  have  the  unanimous 
support  of  the  Georgia  delegation  in  the 
House  in  behalf  of  the  authorization  of 
the  two  Flint  River  px’ojects  which  are 
designated  as  the  Lazer  Creek  project 
and  the  Lower  Auchumpkee  project.  On 
their  behalf,  as  well  as  on  my  own,  I  re¬ 
spectfully  ui-ge  the  passage  of  this  au¬ 
thorization. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  profess  to  be 
an  expert  on  many  subjects.  I  seldom 
trespass  upon  the  time  of  this  House  in 
floor  debate.  However,  if  there  is  any 
subject  upon  which  I  do  claim  more  than 
a  modicum  of  general  knowledge,  it  is 
the  subject  of  the  Flint  River,  Ga.,  and 
its  development.  The  Flint  River  is  as 
dear  and  close  to  me  as  the  Chattahoo¬ 
chee  must  have  been  to  our  great  Georgia 
poet,  Sidney  Lanier,  when  he  wrote  the 
“Song  of  the  Chattahoochee.”  The  Flint 
River  rises  a  few  miles  north  of  my  home. 
It  flows  through  my  native  county  and 
is  crossed  by  the  very  highway  on  which 
my  residence  is  located  and  where  four 
generations  of  my  family  have  lived  and 
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made  their  home.  From  earliest  boy¬ 
hood,  I  have  fished  and  swum  in  its  wa¬ 
ters.  I  have  hiked,  picnicked,  camped, 
cooked,  and  slept  along  its  banks.  I  have 
floated  down  it  and  portaged  over  its 
shoals  from  the  place  where  it  is  wide 
enough  to  accommodate  a  boat  to  its 
confluence  with  the  Chattahoochee. 

Ever  since  the  Congress  became  con¬ 
scious  of  the  great  potential  of  river  de¬ 
velopment,  I  have  envisioned  multi¬ 
purpose  development  of  the  Flint  River 
within  and  adjacent  to  the  Sixth  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Georgia.  Upon  the  passage  of 
this  bill  today,  the  authorization  of  the 
second  and  third  dams  of  the  three-dam 
complex  will  become  a  reality. 

The  House  of  Representatives  author¬ 
ized  the  construction  of  the  uppermost 
of  these  three  dams,  known  as  the  Spew- 
rell  Bluff  Dam,  in  the  act  approved  De¬ 
cember  30,  1963.  This  legislation  today 
authorizes  the  construction  of  the  two 
companion  projects  which  form  this 
complex. 

The  falling  waters  of  the  Flint  River 
will  be  utilized  three  times  within  30 
river  miles  for  the  generation  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power.  These  dams  will  harness 
flood  waters  and  prevent  flood  damage 
over  thousands  of  acres  and  many  miles 
of  river  basin.  These  three  dams  will 
form  the  necessary  reservoirs  which  will 
provide  a  continuous  flow  of  deep  water 
and  will  eventually  make  possible  navi¬ 
gation  of  the  lower  reaches  of  the  Flint 
River  above  Bainbridge  and  as  far  north 
as  Albany,  Ga.,  as  a  part  of  the  plan 
designed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in 
1963. 

In  1836,  the  General  Assembly  of 
Georgia  authorized  a  study  of  the  Flint 
River  with  regard  to  navigation  and  ap¬ 
propriated  $10,000  for  the  study.  If 
electricity  had  been  generated  by  hydro¬ 
electric  plants  at  that  time,  no  doubt 
the  authorization  would  have  included 
a  reference  to  the  study  of  the  hydro¬ 
electric  potential  of  this  river. 

In  1872,  still  before  the  era  of  elec¬ 
tricity  and  hydroelectric  power,  the  U.S. 
Congress  authorized  a  Federal  survey 
of  the  Flint  River  from  Albany,  Ga.,  to 
Chattahoochee,  Fla. 

In  1939,  the  civil  works  division  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  of  the  U.S.  Army 
began  preparation  of  a  general  plan  for 
full  development  of  the  Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint  River  System.  In 
1948,  the  Congress  implemented  this  rec¬ 
ommendation  with  general  legislation 
authorizing  further  study  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  system. 

In  1961,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  an¬ 
nounced  the  beginning  of  a  survey  of 
Flint  River  to  include  a  study  of  multi¬ 
ple  hydroelectric  sites. 

In  August  1962,  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
completed  this  study  and  prepared  a  re¬ 
port  which,  on  September  20,  1962,  was 
transmitted  to  the  Speaker  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives.  The  letter 
transmitting  a  favorable  report  of  the 
detailed  plan  for  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  of  Flint  River,  Ga.,  to  eventually 
include  five  dams,  recommended  imme¬ 
diate  authorization  of  the  upper  three 
dams,  namely:  Spewrell  Bluff,  Lazer 
Creek,  and  Lower  Auchumpkee  projects. 


The  following  day,  September  21,  1962, 
Speaker  John  W.  McCormack  referred 
this  report  and  letter  to  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  and  ordered  it  printed 
with  illustrations  as  a  House  document. 
It  was  designated  House  Document  No. 
567,  87th  Congress,  2d  session. 

Beginning  in  1908,  non-Federal  agen¬ 
cies  considered  the  hydroelectric  poten¬ 
tial  of  this  river.  Easements  and  other 
properties  have  been  acquired  in  possible 
anticipation  of  such  development,  but  no 
further  action  was  taken. 

As  a  candidate  for  election  to  an  un¬ 
expired  term  in  the  83d  Congress,  I  spoke 
of  the  development  of  this  river  and 
its  basin,  and  pledged  that  if  elected  I 
would  seek  the  enactment  of  authorizing 
legislation.  One  of  the  first  actions 
taken  by  me  after  becoming  a  Member  of 
this  House  was  to  generate  additional 
activity  which  resulted  in  the  prepara¬ 
tion  and  submission  of  the  report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  which  is  incorporated 
in  House  Document  No.  567,  87th  Con¬ 
gress,  which  report  forms  the  basis  for 
this  authorization. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  this  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  reported  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  meets  with  the 
practically  unanimous  approval  of  the 
people  of  the  sixth  and  adjoining  dis¬ 
tricts.  Local  interest,  local  officials, 
and  local  citizens  have  joined  together 
in  endorsing  and  asking  approval  of  the 
Flint  River  development.  I  am  confident 
that  I  can  give  assurance  that  the  local 
cooperation  required  under  the  terms  of 
the  report  which  accompanies  this  bill 
will  be  enthusiastically  provided. 

I  urge  the  authorization  of  this  devel¬ 
opment  on  the  Flint  River,  Ga.,  within 
the  language  approved  by  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  The  comprehensive 
plan  of  water  resource  development  of 
the  Flint  River  Basin  consists  of  five 
dams  and  reservoirs  for  general  approval 
as  a  guide  to  the  resource  development 
of  the  Flint  River  Basin.  Congress  au¬ 
thorized  the  Spewrell  Bluff  Dam  and 
Reservoir  as  the  first  step  in  the  recom¬ 
mended  plan  in  the  88th  Congress,  and 
such  authorization  is  contained  in  the 
Flood  Control  Act  approved  Decem¬ 
ber  30,  1963.  The  language  contained  in 
S.  2300  authorizes  the  Lazer  Creek  pro¬ 
ject  and  the  lower  Auchumpkee  project. 

The  authorization  of  the  Lazer  Creek 
project  and  the  Lower  Auchumpkee  proj¬ 
ect  to  include  a  dam  and  reservoir  at 
each  location  constitutes  the  next  logical 
step  in  this  comprehensive  plan  and  de¬ 
velopment,  and  these  projects  and  their 
authorization  are  consistent  with  orderly 
processes  and  the  rules  and  procedures  of 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

I  wholeheartedly  approve  this  entire 
plan  and  urge  authorization  at  this  time 
of  the  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Auchump¬ 
kee  projects,  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  No.  567  of  the  87th 
Congress. 

The  comprehensive  development  of  the 
Flint  River  Basin  has  the  potential  of 
further  developing  the  economy  of  this 
entire  area. 

Flint  River  rises  350  miles  above  its 
mouth  and  1,000  feet  above  mean  sea 
level  in  the  southerly  outskirts  of  Atlan¬ 


ta,  Ga.,  the  largest  city  in  the  Southeast. 
It  crosses  the  fall  line,  marking  the  divi¬ 
sion  of  the  Piedmont  Plateau  and  the 
Coastal  Plain,  between  river  miles  230 
and  285,  falling  370  feet  in  55  miles.  It 
joins  the  Chattahoochee  River  to  form 
the  Apalachicola  River,  108  miles  above 
Apalachicola  Bay,  an  arm  of  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico. 

The  power  needs  of  the  Flint  River 
Basin  are  increasing  rapidly  and  con¬ 
tinuously.  Power  from  projects  on  the 
Flint  River  could  be  used  in  power  supply 
areas  23  and  24  as  designated  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission.  Annual  flood 
damages  below  the  fall  line  total  $180,- 
000,  and  productive  values  of  farm  and 
urban  land  will  increase  substantially 
when  flood  control  is  provided. 

The  estimated  costs  of  the  two  projects 
are  as  follows:  The  Lazer  Creek  project 
is  estimated  to  cost  $41,028,000,  of  which 
$40,378,000  are  Federal  funds  and  $650,- 
000  are  non-Federal  funds.  The  Lower 
Auchumpkee  project  is  estimated  to  cost 
$49,295,000,  of  which  $48,275,000  are  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  and  $1,020,000  are  non-Fed¬ 
eral  funds. 

The  benefit-cost  ratios  of  the  Lazer 
Creek  and  Lower  Auchumpkee  projects 
are  1.2  and  1.3  respectively.  The  total 
annual  benefits  of  the  two  projects  is 
$5,885,000,  compared  to  annual  charges 
of  $4,737,000. 

Broken  down  into  each  individual 
project,  the  annual  benefits  to  be  derived 
from  the  Lazer  Creek  project  total  $2,- 
725,000.  The  annual  benefits  of  the 
Lower  Auchumpkee  Dam  and  Reservoir 
are  shown  by  the  engineers  to  be  $3,160,- 
000.  By  comparison,  the  annual  charges 
of  the  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Auchump¬ 
kee  projects  are  $2,228,000  and  $2,509,000, 
respectively. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  of  each  of  these 
projects  is  well  above  the  standard  and 
criteria  heretofore  established  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  the 
Congress. 

In  addition  to  the  economic  benefits, 
the  beauty  of  a  truly  delightful  area  of 
Georgia  will  be  multiplied  by  the  reser¬ 
voirs  which  will  come  into  being  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  this  legislation.  The  often-mud- 
dy  waters  of  the  Flint  River  will  be 
transformed  into  the  clear  blue  lakes 
which  will  find  their  ways  up  creeks  and 
into  coves  at  the  place  where  the  north¬ 
ernmost  Spanish  moss  meets  the  south¬ 
ernmost  trailing  arbutus.  Citizens  of  our 
time  and  generation,  as  well  as  those  who 
will  take  our  places,  will  enjoy  the  facil¬ 
ities  and  the  beauty,  as  well  as  reap  the 
economic  benefits  of  the  projects  which 
will  be  authorized  by  this  legislation 
which  we  shall  pass  today. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  sincerely  and  enthu¬ 
siastically  support  this  legislation,  and 
urge  its  passage  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

I  thank  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia,  for  his  con¬ 
tribution  and  I  would  like  to  associate 
myself  with  his  remarks. 

Mr.  O’NEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLYNT.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  O’Neal]. 
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Mr.  O’NEAL  of  Georgia.  I  thank  my 
colleague  and  longtime  friend  for  yield¬ 
ing. 

(Mr.  O’NEAL  of  Georgia  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  O’NEAL  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  S.  2300,  the 
Omnibus  Rivers  and  Harbors,  Beach 
Erosion,  and  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965. 

S.  2300  is  the  first  legislation  of  this 
nature  which  has  been  reported  to  the 
House  of  Representatives  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  during  my  serv¬ 
ice  as  a  Member  of  this  body.  It  has 
been  my  pleasure  to  appear  before  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  its  sub¬ 
committees.  In  this  way,  I  have  seen  the 
manner  in  which  the  members  of  this 
committee  apply  themsleves  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  and  development  of  the 
legislative  language  which  is  incor¬ 
porated  into  a  bill  of  this  kind.  From 
them  and  through  them  I  have  learned 
the  standards  and  criteria  which  individ¬ 
ual  projects  must  meet  in  order  to  be 
included  in  legislation  and  recommended 
by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

A  careful  study  and  analysis  of  this 
legislation  as  a  whole  and  by  its  com¬ 
ponent  parts  leads  one  to  the  unmis¬ 
takable  conclusion  that  the  great  public 
works  which  come  into  being  as  a  result 
of  legislation  sponsored  by  this  com¬ 
mittee  are  investments  in  the  future  of 
America. 

The  individual  projects  contained  in 
this  legislation  are  naturally  of  great  im¬ 
portance  to  the  Representatives  and  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  area  in  which  the  respective 
projects  are  located.  In  addition  to  such 
local  significance  as  each  item  in  this  bill 
may  have,  altogether  this  bill  represents 
the  result  of  careful  study  and  demon¬ 
strated  good  judgment  in  this  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  resources  of  this  country  and 
the  conservation  of  those  resources. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this  bill  in  its 
entirety.  I  especially  support  that  sec¬ 
tion  which  appears  under  the  heading  of 
Flint  River  Basin — Georgia — in  the  ex¬ 
act  language  in  which  it  was  reported 
I  by  the  committee. 

The  general  plan  of  development  of 
the  Flint  River  Basin  includes  five  river 
development  projects,  three  in  the  upper 
reaches  and  two  in  the  lower  reaches  of 
the  Flint  River.  Of  the  three  upper 
dams,  the  Spewrell  Bluff  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  was  authorized  in  the  act  approved 
December  30,  1963.  This  bill  now  under 
consideration  will  authorize  the  next  two 
projects,  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Auch- 
umpkee,  in  the  order  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  reported  to  the 
Congress  in  House  Document  No.  567, 
87th  Congress. 

A  map  study  of  Georgia  will  quickly 
show  that  each  of  the  three  above-men¬ 
tioned  projects  are  located  in  districts 
other  than  the  Second  District  of  Geor¬ 
gia.  However,  more  river  miles  of  Flint 
River  are  located  in  the  Second  District 
of  Georgia  than  either  of  the  other  dis¬ 
tricts  through  which  the  Flint  River 
flows. 

One  purpose  of  the  three  upper  proj¬ 
ects  is  to  provide  water  storage  and  hold¬ 
ing  effect  in  order  to  maintain  the  con¬ 
stant  source  of  water  to  fully  utilize  the 


lower  reaches  of  the  Flint  River  and 
to  justify  the  authorization  of  two  addi¬ 
tional  projects  in  the  lower  reaches  of 
the  Flint  River,  known  as  Raccoon  Creek 
project  and  Lower  Vada  project.  It  is 
my  hope  that  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  will  recommend  and  that  the 
Congress  will  authorize  early  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  two  downstream  projects. 

With  this  in  view,  and  in  the  firm  belief 
that  the  Flint  River  projects  which  are 
contained  and  described  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion  are  of  great  and  lasting  importance 
to  the  State  of  Georgia  and  the  Nation, 
I  wholeheartedly  support  the  provision 
of  S.  2300  and  especially  endorse  the  au¬ 
thorizing  language  for  the  two  Flint 
River  projects. 

I  respectfully  urge  that  the  bill  be 
passed  and  that  any  amendments  to 
that  portion  relating  to  the  Flint  River, 
Ga.,  to  change  the  language  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  be  rejected. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  KunkelI. 

(Mr.  KUNKEL  asked  and  ytf&s  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ex¬ 
pect  that  today  there  will  be  considera¬ 
ble  discussion  concerning  some  parts  of 
this  omnibus  public  works  bill.  The  pow¬ 
er-producing  sections  are  creating  the 
controversies  and  should  bring  the  entire 
House  to  question  why  they  are  there  at 
all. 

There  is  little  question  about  the  beach 
erosion,  flood  control,  river  dredging,  and 
similar  projects  of  the  bill  designed  to 
benefit  the  citizens  of  a  number  of  areas, 
and  doing  for  them  something  which 
neither  they  nor  private  business  can  do 
independently.  But  once  again  the  time 
of  the  Members  of  the  House  is  to  be 
consumed  in  protracted  debate  about 
power/-producing  projects  that  have  no 
business  being  there  in  the  first  place. 

My  patience  begins  to  wear  thin  when 
I  see  an  endless  stream  of  Interior  De¬ 
partment  reports  attempting  to  indicate 
that  there  are  power  shortages  here,  high 
costs  there,  and  insufficient  power  for 
what  has  been  intriguingly  called  prefer¬ 
ence  customers — although  I  am  at  a  loss 
as  to  why  some  preferred  people  in  this 
land  should  have  a  special  advantage  in 
getting  power  produced  by  facilities 
which  were  paid  for  by  all  the  taxpayers. 

And  yet,  at  the  same  time  I  am  told  on 
the  very  best  of  authority,  that  our  in¬ 
vestor-owned  electric  companies  are  out¬ 
stripping  the  Russians  and  the  world  in 
power  supply  and  technology — some¬ 
thing  in  the  order  of  3  or  4  to  1 — and 
gaining  every  day.  Other  than  some  lim¬ 
ited  technological  instances,  I  know  of 
nowhere  in  this  great  land  where  people 
are  throwing  their  electric  switches  and 
not  getting  instantaneous  results — 24 
hours  a  day,  365  days  a  year.  I  am  not 
an  expert  on  the  electric  utility  business, 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  these  companies 
have  been  doing  a  truly  outstanding  job 
in  anticipating  what  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  will  want  tomorrow,  and  next  week, 
and  a  decade  from  now  for  their  electric 
requirements — and  then  going  out  and 
providing  them. 


The  costs  of  power?  What  is  it,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  leads  some  of  the  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  administration,  in  both  Dem¬ 
ocratic  and  Republican  administrations, 
to  constantly  challenge  the  costs  of  elec¬ 
tric  power?  Certainly  there  are  parts  of 
the  Nation  where  electricity  costs  more 
than  in  others.  There  are  also  places 
where  coal  and  bread  and  oil  and  butter 
and  pork  and  chickens  cost  more  than  in 
some  others.  Yet,  so  far  as  I  know  no 
one  has  seriously  proposed  that  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  go  into  the  oil  business  or  the 
butter  business. 

Maybe  I  do  not  understand  the  eco¬ 
nomics  here,  but  it  seems  that  something 
is  awry  somewhere.  The  costs  of  most 
of  these  other  items  to  the  consumer 
has  gone  up  and  we  make  no  attempts 
to  inject  the  Government  or  offer  sub¬ 
sidies  to  the  poor  consumer.  At  the  same 
time  the  electric  industry  has  been  con¬ 
stantly  reducing  the  cost  of  its  product 
and  we  attempt  to  rush  in  and  improve 
its  performance  by  massive  doses  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  pose  a  serious  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  Members  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole.  How  many  products  can  you 
name  that  cost  your  constituents  less 
today  than  a  decade  or  two  ago?  There 
are  very  few  indeed,  but  electricity  is  one 
of  them. 

Certainly  everyone  wants  to  continue 
that  trend.  We  might  think  about,  as 
well,  ways  to  spread  and  accelerate  that 
trend  to  other  products — it  might  well  be 
a  more  worthwhile  expenditure  of  the 
House’s  time  to  do  that  than  constantly 
to  berate  and  encroach  on  an  industry 
that  is  the  Nation’s  largest  taxpayer. 

Let  me  take  just  a  moment  more  to 
point  out  exactly  what  I  mean.  Exam¬ 
ining  that  Dickey -Lincoln  School  proj¬ 
ect  in  this  bill  leads  me  to  actual  aston¬ 
ishment.  Can  it  really  be  true  that  we 
are  being  asked  to  authorize  some  $300 
million  in  expenditure  for  a  project  that 
will  be  obsolete  when  it  is  built?  Are 
we  truly  being  asked  to  give  our  blessing 
to  a  project  that  will  be  detrimental  to 
other  parts  of  the  country  and  will  do 
nothing  to  lower  power  costs  in  New 
England  but  will  provide  only  temporary 
assistance*  to  the  depressed  parts  of  the 
State  of  Maine?  Can  there  really  be 
people  who  feel  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  is  foolish  enough  to  say 
“yes”  to  a  project  that  will  slow  down  the 
development  of  nuclear  power  in  New 
England,  the  best  hope  in  generations 
for  lower  cost  power  for  all  the  people 
of  that  area?  Are  we  really  in  the  proc¬ 
ess  of  spending  $300  million  to  land  an¬ 
other  blow  at  Appalachia  and  its  coal 
industry  when  such  a  short  time  ago  we 
appropriated  money  to  help  this  very 
area. 

What  this  project  will  really  do  is  to 
fill  part  of  New  England’s  growing  needs 
for  power  with  an  overly  expensive  proj¬ 
ect,  which  may:  produce  power  more 
cheaply  than  obsolete  steamplants,  but 
which  will  produce  more  expensive  power 
than  nuclear  or  coal  plants  that  can  be 
built  today.  The  benefits  will  be  con¬ 
centrated  on  so-called  preference  cus¬ 
tomers.  The  majority  of  New  England¬ 
ers  will  get  this  power  on  a — you  can 
have  what  is  left  over — basis.  If  a  com- 
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pany  tried  to  give  the  economies  of  a 
new  low-cost  plant  to  a  few  preferred 
customers,  the  New  England  regulatory 
commissions  would  promptly  put  a  stop 
to  the  practice.  But  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  immune  from  State  regulation 
and  by  constructing  this  project  can  give 
preferred  treatment  to  a  few,  while  tak¬ 
ing  away  part  of  the  New  England  com¬ 
panies’  load  growth,  a  load  growth 
which— without  Federal  intervention — 
would  permit  companies  to  build  new 
low-cost  facilities  and  spread  the  bene¬ 
fits  over  all  New  England. 

The  Flint  River  project  is  bad  enough, 
several  of  the  other  power  projects  bor¬ 
der  on  the  unsound,  but  this  massive 
project  suggested  for  Maine  is  a  tremen¬ 
dously  expensive  stalking  horse  for  the 
now  discredited  Passamaquoddy  project. 
It  is  a  horse  that  I  do  not  care  to  buy  or 
even  ride.  If  we  find  ourselves  authoriz¬ 
ing  such  a  massive  part  of  this  Quoddy 
project,  what  is  to  stop  us  next  year  or 
the  year  after  from  buying  the  whole 
scheme?  The  original  estimates  were  in 
the  vicinity  of  over  a  billion  dollars.  But, 
apparently,  there  still  remains  some  sem¬ 
blance  of  economic  logic  with  us  to  cause, 
at  least,  its  delay.  Instead,  a  new  horse 
appears,  but  its  teeth  are  not  much  bet¬ 
ter  than  the  shoddy  Quoddy  nag.  Per¬ 
haps  to  the  people  of  Maine  it  is  a  gift 
horse  and  not  to  be  looked  in  the  mouth. 
But  to  the  rest  of  the  Nation  it  is  a  poor 
buy  indeed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  be  honest  with 
one  of  America’s  greatest  sources  of 
strength — our  electric  industry.  Let  us 
be  honest,  too,  with  the  people  of  Maine. 
Let  us  reject  this  St.  John  River  proj¬ 
ect — as  it  should  be  rejected  by  all  the 
rules  of  logic — and  then  let  us  do  some¬ 
thing  for  the  people  of  Maine  that  makes 
sense.  Something  that  will  have  a  last¬ 
ing  benefit  for  Maine  and  the  rest  of 
New  England.  Let  us  return  this  St. 
John  River  project  to  the  committee  or 
even  better,  eliminate  this  dead  horse 
once  and  for  all. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  Callaway], 

(Mr.  CALLAWAY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CALLAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
development  of  the  Flint  River  Basin  is 
of  great  importance  to  me. 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  basin  consists  of  five 
dams  and  reservoirs.  The  Spewell  Bluff 
Dam  and  Reservoir  has  already  been  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Congress  as  the  first 
step. 

This  omnibus  bill  contains  the  sec¬ 
ond  step,  the  authorization  of  the  Lazer 
Creek  and  Lower  Ochumpkee  Dams. 

Three  of  the  four  counties  in  which 
the  two  dams  are  located  are  in  my  dis¬ 
trict,  the  Third  District  of  Georgia.  Most 
of  the  waters  of  the  proposed  reservoirs 
lie  in  my  district.  And  I  want  to  say 
that  the  citizens  of  my  district  are  over¬ 
whelmingly  in  favor  of  the  prompt  de¬ 
velopment  of  this  river. 

With  the  development  of  this  great 
natural  resource,  the  citizens  of  the 
Third  District  will  reap  the  benefits  of 


additional  peaking  power,  of  much  need¬ 
ed  flood  control,  and  of  a  recreational 
area  in  one  of  the  most  beautiful  sections 
of  the  South. 

The  total  annual  benefits  of  the  proj¬ 
ects  as  determined  by  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  are  $5,885,000,  compared  to  an¬ 
nual  charges  of  $4,737,000. 

In  my  opinion,  the  development  of  the 
Flint  River  will  have  a  long-range  sig¬ 
nificant  effect  on  the  growth  of  our 
State  and  our  region,  and  I  wholeheart¬ 
edly  support  the  adoption  of  this  portion 
of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Dole]. 

(Mr.  DOLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this 
time  simply  to  ask  one  or  two  questions 
with  reference  to  the  John  Martin  Dam 
and  Reservoir  and  the  permanent  pool 
which  is  to  be  authorized  by  language 
contained  in  this  bill  commencing  on 
page  53,  and  ending  on  page  54.  The 
John  Martin  Reservoir  and  the  perma¬ 
nent  pool,  not  to  exceed  10,000  acre-feet, 
are  discussed  on  page  74  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  report.  This  dam  was  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  June  22,  1936. 
Since  May  31,  1949,  the  waters  of  the 
Arkansas  River  impounded  behind  the 
dam  are  controlled  and  apportioned  by 
the  Arkansas  River  Compact  and  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Arkansas  River  Compact 
Administration  as  established  by  the 
compact. 

The  administration  consists  of  three 
members  from  Colorado,  three  members 
from  Kansas,  and  an  ex  officio  Federal 
member  who  acts  as  chairman.  Two  of 
the  Kansas  members,  Mr.  Logan  N. 
Green,  of  Garden  City,  Kans.,  and  Mr. 
Carl  E.  Bentrup,  of  Deerfield,  Kans.,  re¬ 
side  in  my  congressional  district,  and 
along  with  Mr.  R.  V.  Smrha,  chief  en¬ 
gineer,  Division  of  Water  Resources, 
Kansas  State  Board  of  Agriculture,  have 
expressed  some  concern  about  the  per¬ 
manent  pool  provision.  They  are  prin¬ 
cipally  concerned  with  protecting  irriga¬ 
tion  interests  downstream  from  the  dam 
and  particularly  in  the  State  of  Kansas. 

I  take  this  time  to  ask  whether  or  not 
the  establishment  of  this  permanent 
pool  of  some  10,000  acre-feet  will  in  any 
way  affect  the  rights  of  the  irrigators 
now  in  the  State  of  Kansas? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  the  bill  on  pages  53  and  54  states 
specifically  “the  rights  of  irrigators  in 
Colorado  and  Kansas  to  those  waters 
available  to  them  under  the  terms  of  the 
Arkansas  River  Compact  and  under  the 
laws  of  their  respective  States  shall  not 
be  diminished  or  impaired  by  anything 
contained  in  this  paragraph.” 

That  is  reiterated  even  more  strongly 
in  the  committee  report.  Therefore  it  is 
the  clear  intention  of  the  committee 
that  the  rights  in  these  compacts  will  in 
no  way  be  diminished  or  reduced  by  this 
particular  section  of  the  bill. 


Mr.  DOLE.  Do  I  understand  there 
have  been  no  field  hearings  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  project? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  There  have  been  no 
field  hearings,  but  we  did  hold  hearings 
in  Washington  on  this  project. 

Mr.  DOLE.  It  is  then  the  clear  intent 
of  this  committee  not  to  diminish  the 
present  rights  of  the  downstream  irriga¬ 
tors. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOLE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
My  concern  is  that  Kansas  water  users 
are  not  deprived  of  any  portion  of  the 
water  to  which  they  are  presently  en¬ 
titled  under  the  terms  of  the  compact; 
and  while  I  understand  the  language  in 
the  bill  clearly  indicates  their  rights  will 
be  protected,  it  does  seem  that  some  pro¬ 
vision  should  be  made  to  insure  that  in 
actual  practice  the  rights  of  the  irriga¬ 
tors  are  preserved.  Certainly  the  inter¬ 
ested  parties  in  Kansas  have  no  objection 
to  all  possible  utilization  of  available 
waters,  but  we  cannot  approve  any  form 
of  supplemental  agreement  without  for¬ 
mal  sanction  of  Congress  and  the  original 
negotiating  parties.  In  other  words,  the 
compact  is  the  controlling  instrument 
notwithstanding  anything  contained  in 
the  bill  or  the  language  of  the  report. 
Again,  I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  for  confirming  the  clear  intent  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
McCarthy]  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  MCCARTHY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  con¬ 
cern  has  been  expressed  in  upstate  New 
York  regarding  the  possibilities  that  wa¬ 
ters  which  ordinarily  would  flow  into 
Lake  Ontario,  one  of  the  already  low- 
level  lakes  would  be  withheld  under  the 
farsighted  Jones  plan. 

I  think  two  points  should  be  made  for 
the  Record  in  this  connection.  One  is 
that  each  project  outlined  in  the  plan 
would  return  here  to  the  Congress  for 
authorization  so  that  we  would  review 
each  project.  Second,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  has  assured  me 
this  whole  plan  is  based  on  the  theory  of 
riparian  rights  so  that  if  one  State  found 
a  project  would  injure  its  riparian  rights, 
it  could  object. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  points 
up  a  very  urgent  problem,  the  problem 
of  low  levels  in  the  Great  Lakes  and  the 
concern  that  is  expressed  is  occasioned 
by  the  fact  that  the  levels  of  the  lakes 
are  already  low.  The  only  answer  is  to 
put  more  water  into  the  lakes.  There  is 
only  one  place  that  this  water  can  come 
from  and  that  is  from  Canada.  Until 
recently  the  Canadians  were  very  loath 
to  consider  any  plan  involving  the  diver¬ 
sion  of  any  of  their  waters  into  the  Great 
Lakes  to  raise  the  water  levels  and  to 
flush  out  pollutants.  Recently,  however, 
there  has  been  a  change  of  attitude. 

I  recently  introduced  a  resolution 
which  would  declare  it  to  be  the  sense 
of  the  Congress  that  the  President  of  the 
United  States  refer  this  matter  to  the 
International  Joint  Commission  with  a 
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request  that  the  so-called  great  replen¬ 
ishment  plan  for  channeling  rivers  that 
flow  into  Hudson  Bay  and  rechanneling 
them  into  the  Great  Lakes  be  studied  and 
that  studies  be  undertaken  with  reference 
to  the  economic  feasibility  of  such  a 
project  as  well  as  the  engineering  prob¬ 
lems  involved. 

I  would  hope  as  we  consider  the  idea  of 
diverting  waters  from  the  Great  Lakes 
to  the  drought  stricken  Atlantic  seaboard, 
we  in  the  Congress  give  serious  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  binational  plan  of  the  United 
States  and  Canada,  to  divert  these 
northern  Canadian  rivers  that  now  flow 
out  and  gush  unused  millions  of  gallons 
of  water  daily  into  Hudson  Bay  to  be  re¬ 
channeled  into  the  Great  Lakes  to  raise 
the  level  and  flush  out  pollutants,  and 
thus  provide  for  the  increasing  water 
needs  of  the  States  of  Illinois,  Ohio,  and 
New  York. 

Mr.  BURKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

[Mr.  BURKE  addressed  the  Commit¬ 
tee.  His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter 
in  the  Appendix.] 

(Mr.  BURKE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
rcrnErks ) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Cabell]. 

(Mr.  CABELL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CABELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  pending  bill,  S. 
2300.  I  would  call  the  attention  of  this 
committee  to  two  very  distinguishing 
characteristics  of  this  bill,  characteristic 
of  the  entire  bill  but  particularly  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  projected  development  of  the 
Trinity  River  Basin.  One  is  that  the  bill 
meets  every  criteria  of  good  legislation 
and  good  public  works  in  that  it  ties  into 
a  package  both  local,  State,  and  Federal 
participation  in  those  areas  of  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  governmental  subdivisions 
involved. 

I  rise  also  to  call  attention  to  the  very 
distinguishing  feature  that  this  recog¬ 
nizes  the  need  for  looking  ahead  and 
keeping  pace  with  the  growth  of  our 
economy  and  the  growth  of  our  popula¬ 
tion  so  as  not  to  let  any  portion  of  our 
community  or  any  portion  of  the  Nation 
to  lag  behind  in  some  of  the  facilities 
that  are  so  necessary  and  essential  to 
their  well-being. 

May  I  thank  the  Members  of  this  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  members  of  the  sub¬ 
committees  who  have  worked  so  dili¬ 
gently  on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  most  respectfully 
the  support  of  this  Committee  for  this 
very  fine  bill. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  wonder  if  I  might  have  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Jones]. 


If  section  201,  which  is  included  in 
the  bill,  survives  today,  I  wonder  if  the 
gentleman  would  tell  me  whether  it 
wpuld  apply  to  a  specific  problem  in  my 
district.  As  the  gentlemen  knows,  a  com¬ 
munity  in  my  district,  Klamath,  was  en¬ 
tirely  wiped  out  during  the  floods  of  1964. 
There  is  a  very  serious  emergency,  in 
that  the  State  of  California  is  actually 
holding  up  the  construction  of  a  highway 
which  they  intend  to  use  for  levee  pur¬ 
poses  in  order  to  protect  the  new  location 
of  the  community  against  future  floods. 
The  Corps  of  Engineers  now  has  a  proj¬ 
ect  underway  to  relocate  the  community, 
and  the  matter  will  come  before  the 
committee  once  it  has  cleared  the  agen¬ 
cies.  The  State  of  California  has  al¬ 
ready  approved  the  project  and  it  is 
scheduled  to  clear  the  agencies  in  the 
near  future. 

Might  I  have  some  assurance  from  the 
Chairman  that  as  soon  as  the  project 
clears  the  agencies,  and  as  soon  as  the 
bill  is  passed,  we  can  have  a  hearing  on 
the  project  shortly  after  the  first  of 
the  year? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  can  only 
speak  for  the  subcommittee.  Certainly 
it  would  be  our  intention  to  address  our¬ 
selves  to  any  proposition  that  would  be 
raised  in  the  prospectus  transmitted  to 
us  by  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  We  have  a 
very  short  season  for  construction  in  this 
northern  part  of  California  and  I  want 
all  of  the  Members  of  this  House  to 
understand  the  problem  of  the  people  of 
the  Klamath  area  who  are  at  the  mercy 
of  the  Congress  for  assistance  in  this 
case.  The  future  of  these  people  and 
their  community  is  at  stake.  They  desire 
to  relocate  the  site  of  the  town.  I  have 
been  working  closely  with  the  State  of 
California,  the  Del  Norte  Board  of 
Supervisors,  and  the  people  concerned, 
as  we  do  everything  within  our  power 
to  advance  this  critical  project. 

I  will  be  following  up  on  this  request 
in  our  committee. 

(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

(Mr.  NELSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  take  a  bit  of  time  to  discuss  with  the 
Committee,  particularly  my  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Blatnik]  ,  details  relative  to  the  Mankato 
and  North  Mankato  flood  control  project. 
I  might  comment  at  this  point  that  my 
good  friend  of  long  standing,  the  senior 
Member  of  our  Minnesota  delegation,  has 
been  most  helpful  to  me  in  this  matter. 
I  am  most  appreciative.  His  counsel  and 
-help  I  know  are  also  appreciated  by  the 
citizens  of  Mankato  and  North  Mankato. 

Many  Members  will  recall  the  devastat¬ 
ing  floods  that  hit  Minnesota  earlier  this 
year.  At  Mankato  much  of  the  city  was 
under  water.  Terrible  damage  resulted 
from  one  of  the  worst  floods  in  Minne¬ 


sota’s  history.  The  story  was  reported 
nationwide. 

Back  in  1958,  a  flood  control  project 
at  Mankato  and  North  Mankato  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Congress,  but  the  local 
jurisdictions  failed  to  take  advantage  of 
the  authorization  because  of  some  diffi¬ 
culties  in  meeting  the  requirements  un¬ 
der  the  bill  for  local  participation.  But 
last  spring  the  flood  hit,  and  the  damage 
was  devastating.  I  know  there  was  a 
big  four-motor  plane  which  flew  all  the 
way  from  Washington  carrying  officials 
who  wished  to  observe  the  flood  condi¬ 
tions.  I  know  that  politicians  shoveled  to 
fill  sandbags,  flash  bulbs  were  flashing  all 
over  the  place,  and  promises  were  made 
of  many  things  which  were  going  to  be 
done. 

It  was  my  belief  that  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  this  project  had  been  author¬ 
ized,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
local  people  have  already  started  to  build 
levees  to  prevent  a  similar  disaster  next 
spring,  language  should  be  included  in 
this  omnibus  bill  which  would  permit 
them  to  take  credit  for  the  dollars  they 
presently  spend  against  the  requirement 
for  local  contribution.  This  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  bill  which  I  introduced  ear¬ 
lier  in  this  session.  This  is  a  fair  request. 
I  hope  it  will  be  granted. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  letter  from  the 
Army  Engineers  dated  September  8  in 
which  they  indicate  that  they  needed  no 
further  information  upon  which  to  base 
their  report  on  my  bill  and  had  for¬ 
warded  their  report  to  the  Budget  Bureau 
for  clearance.  But  I  am  advised  that  the 
Budget  Bureau  has  not  at  this  time  made 
a  report  to  the  committee,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  not  at  fault  because  the  Budget 
Bureau  did  not  submit  the  report.  I  was 
advised  that  the  committee  would  at¬ 
tempt  to  put  some  language  in  the  bill 
which  would  reach  a  project  such  as  this. 

I  am  wondering,  if  I  might  inquire  of 
my  good  friend,  Mr.  Blatnik,  if  there  is 
any  possibility  that  the  provisions  of  my 
proposal  could  be  written  into  this  bill 
because  I  know  that  the  gentleman’s 
sympathies  are  with  me,  for  we  have 
discussed  this  matter.  I  might  say  to  the 
Members  of  Congress  that  John  and  I, 
way  back  in  1940,  served  together  in  the 
Minnesota  Senate;  so  we  have  common 
interests  as  far  as  our  State  is  concerned 
on  projects  such  as  this  one. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  say  to  my  colleague, 
my  very  dear  friend  for  many  years,  it 
has  certainly  been  a  pleasure  to  work 
with  him  on  many  important  projects, 
dating  back  to  our  early  days  in  the 
Minnesota  State  Senate. 

The  gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  ex¬ 
plained  the  situation  absolutely  correctly. 
As  he  stated,  I  have  been  more  than 
sympathetic.  I  have  been  anxious,  in 
view  of  the  urgency  of  the  need  and  the 
readiness  of  the  people  there  to  do  more 
than  their  share  to  meet  the  local  par¬ 
ticipation  on  the  project.  I  was  most 
hopeful  that  we  would  be  able  to  get  this 
into  the  omnibus  bill  now  before  us. 

We  did  ask  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
about  this.  As  the  gentleman  knows, 
these  projects  must  go  through  the  regu¬ 
lar  procedures.  In  forwarding  the  proj- 
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ect  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  there 
were  some  modifications  to  the  original 
authorizations,  which  apparently  would 
increase  the  local  cost.  Instead  of  the 
estimated  $50,000  or  $60,000  under  the 
original  design  for  the  project,  with  the 
additional  improvements  the  local  cost 
could  be  up  to  $200,00  or  perhaps 
$300,000. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  As  was  explained  to 
me,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  not  yet 
come  up  with  a  report  on  exactly  what 
would  be  the  local  cost.  It  would  be 
much  higher  than  $50,000  or  $60,000. 
Certainly  it  would  be  closer  to,  but  prob¬ 
ably  not  larger  than,  $200,000. 

I  have  nothing  more  to  say,  except  I 
have  deep  regret  that  the  processing  by 
the  Bureau  has  not  been  completed. 
They  have  had  this  only  10  or  11  days, 
but  certainly  through  no  fault  of  ours 
and  certainly  no  fault  of  the  gentleman, 
who  has  been  after  us  for  months  on  this 
project.  There  is  a  crying  need.  There 
was  a  devastating  flood  which  the  people 
went  through.  I  am  sorry  there  is  no 
more  I  can  offer  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  intend  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  bill,  though  I  was 
earlier  advised  not  to  do  so.  I  was  also 
advised  that  the  committee  would  at¬ 
tempt  to  do  this.  I  am  sure  they  would 
like  to. 

The  thing  which  is — I  hestitate  to  use 
the  word  “irritating,”  but  it  is  true  that 
I  do  not  know  of  a  politician  in  Minne¬ 
sota  who  was  not  out  there  last  spring, 
and  I  do  not  know  where  they  found 
all  of  the  cameras  and  all  of  the  head¬ 
lines. 

This  was  a  flood  which  was  devastat¬ 
ing.  It  was  an  emergency  which  could 
recur.  The  river  is  again  rising.  It  is 
almost  a  flood  situation  now,  with  con¬ 
stant  rain.  They  are  putting  in  levees 
now.  Some  of  those  are  being  washed 
away. 

It  seems  only  fair,  when  the  people  are 
willing  to  dig  into  their  own  pockets  to 
build  the  levees,  that  they  should  be 
given  credit  for  what  they  have  done 
when  the  Congress  finally  acts.  We  know 
we  will  get  to  that  finally.  Because  of 
the  delay,  even  this  little  time,  it  seems 
to  me  this  is  an  emergency.  Every  poli¬ 
tician  of  whom  I  know  in  the  State  prom¬ 
ised  to  do  something  about  it.  Now  we 
face  the  prospect  of  nothing  being  done. 
I  feel  we  shall  have  failed  if  we  do  not 
do  something  at  this  time.  I  hope  the 
Committee  will  adopt  my  amendment. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Hebert]. 

Mr.  HEBERT.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  it  is  hardly 
necessary  to  say  that  I  urge  support  of 
this  legislation,  in  view  of  what  has  hap- 
pended  in  the  past  several  days  in  my 
own  congressional  district  in  Louisiana, 
as  related  to  Hurricane  Betsy.  You  all 
know  of  this  disaster.  You  have  read 
about  it  in  the  newspapers.  You  have 
heard  of  it  on  the  radio.  You  have  seen 
it  on  television.  It  was  highly  drama¬ 
tized  by  the  personal  appearance  of  the 
President  himself,  accompanied  by  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Louisiana  delegation,  the  day 
after  the  hurricane  struck  the  area. 


In  its  wake,  as  Members  well  know,  it 
left  in  excess  of  70  dead  and,  according 
to  the  Governor  of  Louisiana,  $1  billion 
worth  of  damages. 

Practically  my  whole  district  in  the 
lower  section  bordering  on  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  and  the  lower  Mississippi  River 
was  wiped  out.  Town  after  town  and 
community  after  community  were  laid 
bare;  individuals  losing  their  life’s  sav¬ 
ings  and  their  homes.  It  is  hard  to  un¬ 
derstand  how  they  can  recover  from  this 
disaster  in  their  own  lifetimes. 

I  mention  this  fact  to  you  because  of 
the  urgency  to  focus  attention  on  this 
needed  authorization  for  a  flood  control 
system  in  this  particular  area.  For 
many  years  now  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  whose  district  abuts  mine,  Con¬ 
gressman  Boggs,  and  I  have  cooperated 
in  urging  the  adoption  of  what  is  known 
as  the  Lake  Pontchartrain  flood  control 
program.  This  program,  which  is  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  bill,  through  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  its  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  who  heard 
the  testimony  of  my  colleague  and  my¬ 
self  only  a  few  weeks  ago,  was  passed 
before  our  recent  disaster.  Not  once  did 
we  think  at  that  moment  that  such  a 
terrible  disaster  as  Hurricane  Betsy 
would  strike  us,  as  we  listened  intently 
to  the  testimony  of  the  engineers  from 
the  State  of  Louisiana  and  the  Corps  of 
Army  Engineers  who  approved  this  proj¬ 
ect.  I  think  it  would  not  be  stretching 
a  point  to  indicate  that  if  in  the  course 
of  human  events  this  project  had  been 
authorized  several  years  ago  much  of 
this  damage  would  not  have  occurred. 
Certainly  many  lives  would  have  been 
saved.  However,  this  is  literally  water 
over  the  dam.  This  is  something  in  the 
past.  We  now  come  to  the  present  and 
look  to  the  future.  I  suggest  that  you 
take  this  one  incident  as  an  example,  as 
a  horrible  illustration,  if  you  please,  of 
the  necesssity  and  the  urgency  for  ex¬ 
pediting  this  legislation. 

I  am  most  pleased  that  in  the  future 
we  can  expect  annual  omnibus  bills.  I 
think  the  devastation  wrought  by  Hur¬ 
ricane  Betsy  has  clearly  demonstrated 
that  we  cannot  wait  nor  postpone  from 
year  to  year  efforts  and  preparations  to 
eliminate  as  far  as  possible  that  which 
has  happened  to  us  in  Louisiana. 

My  distinguished  colleague  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Jones]  has  graciously  con¬ 
sented  to  come  to  Louisiana  over  the 
weekend  to  see  exactly  what  did  happen 
there;  to  witness  the  devastation  which 
is  beyond  description  even  by  the  most 
eloquent  and  adequate  speakers  or  writ¬ 
ers.  The  land  was  laid  low,  homes  were 
razed,  and  people  are  still  in  evacuation 
centers  as  of  today.  All  of  this  could  not 
have  been  prevented.  Certainly  some  of 
it  could  have  been  if  we  had  only  had 
in  being  and  in  effect  this  particular 
program  authorized  in  this  legislation 
and  which  my  colleague  from  Louisiana 
and  I  have  sponsored  for  so  long  a  time. 
I  do  not  wish  to  belabor  the  question  or 
to  trespass  upon  your  time  any  longer, 
because  it  is  not  necessary.  I  express 
the  appreciation  of  myself  and  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  live  in  my  community  for  the 
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great  assistance  that  has  been  given  us 
at  this  moment  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  various  Federal  agencies. 
These  people  will  be  on  this  trip  with 
our  colleague  from  Alabama  over  the 
weekend.  They  will  see  for  themselves 
exactly  what  happened.  I  hope  remedial 
legislation  will  be  offered  not  only  in 
this  area  but  certainly  in  more  expansive 
measures.  My  colleague  has  already  in¬ 
troduced  some  legislation  in  that  regard. 

1  think  this  is  the  time  when  we  should 
look  forward  to  the  Federal  Government 
to  assist  in  areas  which  cannot  be  as¬ 
sisted  by  private  enterprise,  particularly 
insurance  companies. 

We  have  had  wartime  disasters.  But 
what  is  more  continuous,  what  hangs 
over  our  heads  more  permanently,  are 
natural  disasters.  I  have  been  living 
through  hurricanes  since  1915.  This 
was  the  worst  of  all  in  our  own  State. 
Other  States  are  being  affected  by 
tornadoes  and  floods. 

I  suggest  that  disaster  insurance  of 
this  kind  is  what  is  needed.  Also  I  sug¬ 
gest  that  we  explore  some  means  for  al¬ 
leviating  the  losses  of  and  assisting  those 
helpless  individuals.  Mighty  as  the 
Government  is  and  mighty  as  has  been 
its  help,  not  one  thin  dime  is  to  be  given 
to  these  people  down  there.  I  do  not 
advocate  a  grant,  but  I  do  take  umbrage 
at  any  suggestion  that  help  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  will  result  in  help  to 
the  individual,  because  it  will  not. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  give  favorable 
consideration  to  and  recognize  the 
urgency  of  passing  this  bill  at  this  par¬ 
ticular  time. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr..  HEBERT.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  should  like  to  express  my  sym¬ 
pathy  for  the  situation  of  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana,  because  those  of  us  in 
the  northwest  part  of  the  United  States 
were  affected  in  a  similar  way.  With  re¬ 
gard  to  the  matter  of  a  disaster  insur¬ 
ance  program  he  will  be  pleased  to  know 
that  we  are  asking  a  Federal  agency, 
possibly  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency,  to  conduct  a  study  in  depth  and 
make  a  recommendation  to  the  Congress, 
because  I  think  he  knows  that  those  of 
us  who  have  been  affected  by  floods 
simply  do  not  have  any  program  that 
can  be  triggered  into  action  to  help  the 
small  individual  who  has  lost  every¬ 
thing. 

I  want  to  offer  my  support  to  him.  I 
have  already  talked  to  the  distinguished 
majority  whip  and  offered  assistance 
from  my  own  experiences  in  California. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Hagan], 

Mr.  HAGAN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  wish  to  take  just  a  few  moments 
to  express  my  appreciation  to  our  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleagues,  the  members  of 
the  Public  Works  Committee,  for  their 
hard  work  and  the  fine  job  they  have 
done  in  reporting  S.  2300  to  the  House. 

In  addition  to  supporting  the  bill,  and 
particularly  that  portion  which  affects 
the  First  District  of  Georgia,  I  wish  at 
this  time  to  associate  myself  with  the 
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remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Flynt]  in  support  of  the  Flint 
River  project,  as  reported  by  the 
committee. 

I  would  like  to  comment  also  on  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  bill  which  are  of  vital  in¬ 
terest  to  southeast  Georgia.  This,  of 
course,  is  in  reference  to  the  inclusion  of 
some  $13  million  for  needed  improve¬ 
ments  at  Savannah  Harbor. 

Since  General  Oglethorpe  sailed  up  the 
Savannah  River  and  founded  Georgia’s 
mother  city  in  1733,  the  Savannah  Har¬ 
bor  has  been  the  key  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  much  of  Georgia.  The  harbor 
has  made  possible  the  development  of 
numerous  industries  which  depend  al¬ 
most  solely  on  water  transportation  in 
their  basic  operations.  The  harbor  is 
also  important  in  the  movement  of  mili¬ 
tary  personnel  and  cargo  for  the  defense 
of  our  Nation.  The  harbor  has  been 
used  extensively  during  every  war,  and 
within  the  past  month  troops  boarded 
ships  at  Savannah  enroute  to  Vietnam. 

Although  State  and  private  organiza¬ 
tions  have  spent  millions  of  dollars  on 
new  facilities  at  the  harbor  in  recent 
years,  its  future  growth  depends  greatly 
on  this  authorization  bill. 

With  all  of  the  fine  facilities  now 
available  at  the  port,  large  ships  must 
still  enter  and  leave  the  harbor  partially 
loaded  because  of  an  inadequate  channel 
depth.  The  present  width  of  500  feet  in 
the  bar  channel  and  400  feet  in  the  inner 
harbor  are  hazardous  as  larger  ships  at¬ 
tempt  to  pass  during  the  existence  of 
fog,  crosswinds,  or  other  unfavorable 
weather  conditions.  In  the  upper 
reaches  of  the  harbor,  shipping  is  seri¬ 
ously  hampered  by  the  200-foot  width 
and  30-foot  depth  of  the  channel.  This 
narrow  channel  makes  movement  at 
night  extremely  hazardous  and  ships 
cannot  attempt  to  pass  in  the  channel. 

This  bill  would  provide  for  widening 
and  increasing  the  depth  of  the  channel 
and  for  construction  of  additional  turn¬ 
ing  basins. 

In  addition,  the  bill  also  provides  for 
the  construction  of  a  tidegate  and  sedi¬ 
ment  basin  which  would  greatly  improve 
the  harbor,  and,  at  the  same  time,  sub¬ 
stantially  reduce  the  annual  mainte¬ 
nance  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Because  of  the  somewhat  unusual  na¬ 
ture  of  this  harbor,  constant  shoaling 
takes  place .  along  the  main  shipping 
channel.  This*  shoaling  is  a  continuous 
hazard  to  navigation  and  requires  con¬ 
stant  dredging  of  the  channel.  Con¬ 
struction  of  the  tidegate  and  sediment 
basin  would  greatly  reduce  this  problem. 

In  view  of  the  importance  of  this  leg¬ 
islation  to  my  district  and  to  other  dis¬ 
tricts  throughout  the  Nation,  I  urge  that 
it  be  approved  by  the  House. 

(Mr.  ROUSH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  ROUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  stress  my  support  for  S.  2300  now 
under  consideration  by  the  House  of 
Representatives.  I  am  particularly  in¬ 
terested  in  the  Burns  Waterway  Harbor 
project  contained  in  title  H  of  the  bill. 
When  completed,  this  port  will  introduce 
a  new  era  of  economic  prosperity  and 
progress  for  the  State  of  Indiana.  It 


will  represent  the  dreams  of  many  peo¬ 
ple  in  Indiana  who  have  worked  for  a 
port  for  many  years.  The  State  of  In¬ 
diana  demonstrated  its  faith  in  the  po¬ 
tential  benefits  of  a  deep-water  port  on 
Lake  Michigan  when  the  1965  legislature 
allotted  $25.6  million  to  begin  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  port’s  breakwater  and  the 
dredging  of  the  harbor.  This  indicates 
the  willingness  of  Indiana  to  invest  in 
its  own  future. 

The  Burns  Harbor  project  is  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  S.  2300  through  the  word¬ 
ing  used  in  my  particular  bill,  H.R.  50. 
It  stresses  the  desirable  feature  of  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Federal  Government  to 
make  a  monetary  contribution  to  the 
State  of  Indiana  as  a  means  of  financial 
aid  for  building  the  port.  This  approach 
to  a  Federal-State  relationship  is  not 
part  of  the  Senate’s  version  of  S.  2300. 
Yet,  the  idea  of  a  Federal  reimbursement 
of  funds  to  a  State  for  a  public  works 
project  has  precedent.  The  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  has  participated  in  such 
projects  many  times  in  the  past.  What 
is  really  needed  is  a  clearly  defined  policy 
to  guide  future  projects  of  this  type. 
However,  at  present,  I  strongly  advise 
that  the  reimbursement  feature  be  kept 
in  the  bill  so  that  the  State  of  Indiana 
might  progress  toward  attaining  this 
goal  of  a  public  port  at  the  Burns  Water¬ 
way. 

The  House  version  of  S.  2300  also  in¬ 
cludes  an  additional  paragraph — pages 
84  and  85 — which  reads : 

Neither  this  paragraph  nor  the  construc¬ 
tion  authorized  by  this  paragraph  shall  ad¬ 
versely  affect  or  otherwise  prejudice  the 
establishment  of  all'  or  any  part  of  the  In¬ 
diana  Dunes  as  a  national  lakeshore. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a  means  of  call¬ 
ing  attention  to  the  other  side  of  a  con¬ 
troversy  which  has  been  bothering 
Hoosiers  for  a  long  time.  I  am  quite 
willing  to  accept  this  version  of  a  “pro¬ 
viso”  to  show  the  importance  of  the 
dunes  national  lakeshore  project.  In 
fact,  I  have  taken  constructive  steps  to 
begin  action  on  such  a  measure.  The 
House  Subcommittee  on  National  Parks 
and  Recreation,  chaired  by  my  colleague 
[Mr.  Rivers  of  Alaska],  will  conduct  field 
hearings  in  Indiana  on  October  2  and  3 
to  review  the  merits  of  a  national  lake- 
shore  park  in  the  Indiana  Dunes  area  as 
set  out  in  my  bill,  H.R.  51.  This,  I  feel, 
indicates  more  measurable  progress  to¬ 
ward  gaining  a  national  park  than  using 
unnecessary  provisos  in  an  omnibus  pub¬ 
lic  works  bill.  However,  if  it  will  insure 
passage  of  S.  2300  in  its  House  form,  I 
am  willing  to  accept  the  compromise 
proviso  as  worded  in  the  House  version. 

Indiana  is  interested  in  gaining  both 
a  port  and  a  national  lakeshore  park. 
In  my  opinion,  the  best  place  to  begin  is 
with  expedient  passage  of  this  omnibus 
public  works  bill. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  [Mr.  Krebs]. 

(Mr.  KREBS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KREBS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  one  who  comes  from 
a  part  of  the  country  that  now  is  and  has 


in  the  past  suffered  severely  under  these 
conditions,  I  also  feel  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  is  to  be  commended  for  the  compre¬ 
hensive  job  it  has  done  on  this  bill  and  I 
urge  its  passage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  residents  of  my 
12th  Congressional  District  in  New  Jer¬ 
sey  know  only  too  well  that  this  had  in¬ 
deed  been  a  long,  dry  summer. 

To  many  communities  of  northern 
New  Jersey,  the  specter  of  water  ration¬ 
ing  is  no  longer  a  mere  threat.  Some  of 
my  constituents  have  already  begun  to 
put  into  operation  their  own  hurriedly 
prepared  conservation  and  water  reten¬ 
tion  facilities.  Indeed,  in  many  com¬ 
munities  we  have  returned  to  the  rain 
barrel  technique  of  what  we  thought  were 
days  gone  by. 

Our  rich  industrial  complex  of  the 
Northeast  need  not  have  to  rely  on  rain 
barrels,  Mr.  Chairman.  Congress,  there¬ 
fore,  should  not  hesitate  to  accept  our  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  replacing  the  rain  barrel 
with  reservoirs  and  aqueducts.  I  am 
convinced  that  Members  of  this  Con¬ 
gress  in  approving  S.  2300  will  provide 
authority  for  regional  planning  that  will 
insure  a  water  supply  for  the  long-range 
needs  of  our  northeastern  communities. 

This  planning  is  a  necessity  not  only 
to  guarantee  the  best  possible  use  of 
available  resources,  but  to  insure  wher¬ 
ever  possible  that  the  spectre  of  water¬ 
rationing  will  not  for  long  haunt  the 
thriving  communities  of  the  northeast¬ 
ern  megalopolis. 

It  is  my  fervent  wish  that  the  majority 
of  my  colleagues  in  Congress  support  S. 
2300  and  the  commitment  to  safeguard 
the  future  water  supplies  of  our  com¬ 
munities  that  have  so  generously  con¬ 
tributed  to  the  economic  progress  of  the 
Nation. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maine  [Mr.  Tupper]. 

(Mr.  TUPPER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark]  in  general  debate  on  S.  2300, 
argued  that  because  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  is  located  in  the  State  of 
Maine,  the  low-cost  power  from  it  will  be 
utilized  to  develop  the  industrial  poten¬ 
tial  of  that  State  at  the  expense  of  other 
States.  Nothing  could  be  further  from 
the  truth.  He  asks  if  this  is  a  subsidy 
or  an  investment.  The  answer  certainly 
is  that  this  is  an  investment  in  the  re¬ 
sources  of  Maine  to  the  benefit  of  all  our 
people. 

These  multiple-purpose  hydroelectric 
projects  are  regional  developments  and 
in  the  larger  sense  are  designed  to  bene¬ 
fit  the  Nation  as  a  whole  rather  than  any 
particular  State  or  locality.  Nor  does  it 
necessarily  follow  that  merely  because 
the  industrial  potential  of  Maine  is 
developed  that  of  other  States  is  de¬ 
pleted.  No  modern  nation  in  history 
has  enjoyed  the  tremendous  economic 
expansion  and  the  rapidity  of  industrial 
development  which  the  United  States  has 
experienced  in  the  past  few  years  and 
which  we  all  hope  will  continue  in  the 
years  to  come.  This  unprecedented 
growth  means  that  all  areas  which  pos- 
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sess  the  necessary  raw  ingredients  will 
enjoy  the  prosperity  of  increased  indus¬ 
trialization.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  one 
State  developing  industry  at  the  expense 
of  another  State,  but  rather  of  providing 
basic  elements  essential  to  the  continued 
industrial  development  of  a  region. 
Where  these  elements  are  available,  the 
economy  will  develop. 

One  of  these  indispensable  elements 
is  low-cost  electricity.  The  simple  truth 
is  that  New  England  electricity  rates  are 
the  highest  in  the  Nation  and  those  of 
the  State  of  Maine  the  highest  of  the 
New  England  States.  No  sustained  co¬ 
herent  and  well  organized  plan  has  been 
developed  by  the  existing  private  power 
interests  to  bring  about  lower  cost  elec¬ 
tricity  for  the  residential,  commercial, 
and  industrial  consumers  of  the  region 
which  are  paying  these  rates.  To  the 
extent  that  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
development  will  make  available  694,000 
kilowatts  of  electricity  at  a  wholesale 
rate  lower  than  that  anywhere  available 
in  New  England  at  the  present  time  with 
the  possible  exception  of  St.  Lawrence 
power  in  Vermont,  it  will  supply  a  basic 
element  necessary  to  revitalize  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  area.  History  demonstrates 
clearly  that  the  advent  of  low-cost  Fed¬ 
eral  power  creates  an  element  of  compe¬ 
tition  in  the  power  industry  which  inex¬ 
orably  results  in  all  power  suppliers  of¬ 
fering  parallel  service  at  lower  rates. 
No  New  England  private  power  company 
will  be  put  out  of  business  or  damaged 
by  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project. 
Competition — yes,  but  damage — no.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  private  power  compan¬ 
ies  located  close  to  Federal  power  dams 
have  enjoyed  a  rate  of  growth  and  a  rate 
of  profit  which  exceeds  that  of  the  in¬ 
dustry  as  a  whole. 

Finally,  with  respect  to  the  specific 
charge  that  authorization  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  proj¬ 
ect  will  result  in  a  transfer  of  industry 
from  southern  New  England  to  northern 
New  England,  I  respectfully  but  urgently 
emphasize  that  the  plan  for  this  project, 
as  envisioned  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  includes  construction  by  the 
Federal  Government,  if  necessary,  of  a 
transmission  line  from  the  project  site  to 
Boston,  Mass.  The  only  purpose  for  in¬ 
cluding  this  line  in  the  project  plan  is  to 
assure  the  people  of  all  New  England 
States  that  the  benefits  of  the  project 
will  not  be  limited  to  Maine  but  will  be 
made  available  on  a  regionwide  basis. 

There  is,  therefore,  no  merit  whatever 
in  arguments  and  contentions  to  the  ef¬ 
fect  that  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project  would  result  in  the  industrial  de¬ 
velopment  of  one  State  at  the  expense 
of  another.  There  is  plenty  of  peaking 
power  in  the  project  for  many  States — 
there  is  no  intent  on  the  part  of  any  one 
State  to  exercise  a  monopoly  on  its  use. 

For  too  long  New  England  has  com¬ 
plained  about  the  benefits  of  low-cost 
powe;-  in  other  regions.  Someone  once 
said  it  is  better  to  light  a  candle  than  to 
complain  about  the  dark.  Let  us  light 
this  one  candle  and  banish  some  of  the 
high-cost  darkness  from  New  England. 

I  will  submit  other  facts  favorable  to 
the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  before 
debate  closes  on  S.  2300. 


Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana,  the  distinguished  majority  whip 
[Mr.  Boggs]. 

(Mr.  BOGGS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Committee,  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  from  the  First  District 
of  Louisiana  has  graphically  described 
the  damage  inflicted  upon  our  State  by 
this  devastating  hurricane. 

Upon  returning  here  last  week  I  made 
a  report,  attempting  to  estimate  at 
least  to  some  extent  the  amount  of  dam¬ 
age.  Even  then  the  amount  of  damage 
was  very  difficult  to  estimate.  We  are 
very  fortunate  indeed  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama,  Chairman  Jones, 
and  his  colleagues  on  this  great  com¬ 
mittee,  are  going  to  our  State  and  will 
be  working  oyer  this  weekend  so  they 
can  ascertain  just  how  bad  and  how  dev¬ 
astating  this  natural  disaster  has  been. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  has  been,  in  terms 
of  loss  of  property,  the  worst  natural 
disaster  that  we  have  ever  experienced. 
In  terms  of  the  loss  of  life,  it  has  been 
much  less  tragic  than  many  other  storms 
that  we  have  experienced. 

In  1893,  for  instance,  as  the  result  of 
a  hurricane  there  were  2,000  people  lost 
in  the  State  of  Louisiana.  And,  again, 
as  late  as  1957,  if  my  memory  serves  me 
correctly,  there  were  500  people  drowned 
in  southwest  Louisiana  in  a  hurricane 
which  hit  Cameron  Parish. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  last  hurricane 
it  is  estimated  that  between  a  quarter  of 
a  million  and  one-half  million  people 
were  evacuated  from  Congressman  He¬ 
bert’s  district,  from  Congressman  Wil¬ 
lis’  district,  mine,  and  others  in  the 
State  of  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Chairman,  whereas,  there  is  noth- 
•ing  one  can  to  do  bring  consolation  and 
comfort  to  the  people  who  lost  their  lives 
in  Florida,  Mississippi,  and  Louisiana, 
at  least  we  can  take  consolation  in  the 
fact  that  we  have  progressed  to  the  point 
where  rather  than  losing  2,000  lives  or 
500  lives  in  a  hurricane  much  more 
devastating  in  its  impact,  we  lost  less 
than  100  lives. 

Having  said  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  much 
remains  to  be  done.  Fortunately,  we 
learn  from  experience,  even  though  the 
experience  may  be  as  gruesome  as  this 
one. 

It  has  only  been  recently  that  Con¬ 
gress  has  authorized  hurricane  studies. 
There  are  many  areas  of  the  country 
similarly  exposed,  as  is  our  own.  Hur¬ 
ricanes  are  not  limited  to  Louisiana. 
Hurricanes  have  hit  every  State  on  the 
gulf  coast  many  times  and  every  State 
in  the  Atlantic  area  and  in  the  North¬ 
east.  One  of  the  most  devastating  hit 
the  area  of  the  great  State  of  Massachu¬ 
setts — I  see  our  Speaker  sitting  here — 
in  the  year  1938. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  has  been  a 
matter  of  continuing  and  constant  re¬ 
search.  Fortunately,  as  a  result  of  pre¬ 
vious  hurricanes,  particularly  the  devas¬ 
tating  1947  hurricane,  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  working  in  close  collaboration 
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with  this  distinguished  committee  of  this 
Congress,  has  already  perfected  a  hur¬ 
ricane  protection  plan  for  southeast 
Louisiana  and  that  plan  is  incorporated 
in  this  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  bill 
which  we  will  be  voting  on  hopefully  to¬ 
day.  It  is  a  comprehensive  plan.  It  is 
one  that  may  have  to  be  reviewed  in  light 
of  the  experience  of  10  days  ago,  but  it 
is  the  opinion  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
that  had  the  plan  been  in  effect  the  dam¬ 
age  from  floodwaters  would  have  been 
incalculably  less  than  has  been  experi¬ 
enced. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  examples 
to  demonstrate  that.  In  1947  a  heavily 
populated  area  in  my  own  district,  simi¬ 
lar  to  the  one  that  was  flooded  by  Betsy 
in  Mr.  Hebert’s  district,  was  flooded  out. 
Fortunately,  we  had  a  special  project. 
Whereas  there  was  more  water  on  that 
levee  this  time  than  last  time,  not  one 
drop  of  water  inundated  the  homes  of 
these  people  in  East  Jefferson  parish. 
This  demonstrates  better  than  any  words 
I  can  utter  the  wisdom  of  the  Congress 
in  considering  and  adopting  these  flood 
control  and  other  projects  designed  to 
conserve  the  resources  of  our  country 
and  to  protect  our  people  from  disaster. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  get  considerably  an¬ 
noyed,  as  I  am  sure  most  of  you  do,  when 
I  read  the  trite  and  ill-considered  ex¬ 
pressions  oftentimes  by  people  who  know 
little  about  what  they  are  speaking,  in 
which  they  describe  this  bill,  for  in¬ 
stance,  as  a  “pork-barrell”  bill,  one  that 
apparently  they  think  has  had  little  or 
no  consideration.  All  of  us  know  that 
each  one  of  these  projects  is  carefully 
reviewed  by  a  whole  host  of  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies.  Then  we  finally  author¬ 
ize,  and  after  authorization  we  must  go 
through  the  long,  deliberate  process  of 
obtaining  appropriations,  where  again 
these  projects  are  reviewed.  I  do  not 
know  of  a  single  project  that  has  been 
approved  in  any  part  of  our  country 
since  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  being 
here  that  has  not  added  to  the  wealth 
of  our  Nation  and  returned  twofold  or 
tenfold  what  we  spent. 

This  very  project  which  will  be  built 
in  southeast  Louisiana,  largely  in  the 
constituency  of  my  colleague  from  the 
First  District,  has  a  17-to-l  ratio.  That 
means  for  every  dollar  spent  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Government  there  will  be  $17  in 
benefits  to  the  people  who  live  in  that 
area. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  am  sure  our  distin¬ 
guished  majority  whip'  knows  I  have 
consistently  in  my  service  here  supported 
these  projects.  But  I  would  like  the 
Committee  to  know,  as  little  traveling 
as  I  usually  do,  I  did  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  a  few  years  ago  of  viewing  in  person 
the  Hoover  Dam.  And,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  left  that  place  determined  that  so  long 
as  I  am  a  Member  of  this  body  I  shall 
support  such  worthwhile  projects. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Let  me  deal  for  a  moment  with  a 
very  important  matter  that  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  from  the  First  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Louisiana  [Mr.  Hebert]  and  the 
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distinguished  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia,  touched  on,  namely,  where  a 
hiatus  exists  in  our  disaster  laws.  We 
have  done  a  remarkable  job  in  disasters 
in  this  country,  and  the  expedition  with 
which  every  branch  of  the  National  Gov¬ 
ernment,  working  in  conjunction  with 
our  State  government  and  our  city  and 
parish  governments,  came  to  the  aid  of 
Louisiana,  is  something  I  will  be  eter¬ 
nally  grateful  for,  as  I  am  sure  all  of  the 
people  of  Louisiana  will,  and  should  be. 

Let  me  characterize  some  of  these 
areas  of  assistance.  To  begin  with,  the 
port  of  New  Orleans  is  the  second  larg¬ 
est  port  in  the  United  States.  The 
amount  of  damage  at  that  port  is  great. 
In  the  port  many  ships  were  damaged. 
Several  were  sunk.  Two  modern  auto¬ 
mated  ships  that  were  almost  completed 
were  sunk,  and  each  one  of  them  cost 
about  $12  to  $14  million.  Many  barges, 
very  expensive  barges,  were  grounded 
and  sunk.  Many  of  the  facilities  of  the 
port  were  absolutely  wrecked  and  many 
suffered  great  damage. 

In  a  matter  of  a  few  hours,  the  Office 
of  Emergency  Planning  was  there.  Un¬ 
der  the  disaster  relief  legislation,  most 
of  those  facilities  can  be  rebuilt  under 
programs  that  the  Congress  has  ap¬ 
proved.  In  addition,  public  schools,  pub¬ 
lic  installations,  sewerage  installations, 
drainage,  water  works  and  public  build¬ 
ings  are  all  eligible  for  direct  grants. 

So  you  get  down  to  two  areas  and  I 
am  sure  they  are  the  areas  that  need  help 
probably  most  of  all.  No.  1  is  the 
individual  homeowner  whose  home  was 
flooded  and  who  is  unable  to  purchase 
commercially  or  from  the  Government 
any  type  of  flood  insurance  because  no 
such  thing  exists  because  the  risks  are  so 
high.  This,  of  course,  is  what  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Louisiana  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  were  referring  to. 

The  other  is  with  reference  to  the 
farmer,  particularly  the  small  farmer 
who  carries  a  tremendous  burden.  Even 
the  aid  which  is  now  available  through 
the  SBA  and  through  other  agencies  of 
Government,  unfortunately  is  limited  so 
far  as  fanners  are  concerned.  So  I  would 
hope  that  this  terrible  disaster  that  af¬ 
fected  not  only  my  State,  but  other 
States  as  well,  and  the  disaster  which 
occurred  in  California  in  the  latter  part 
of  last  year  and  other  disasters  that  have 
occurred  would  not  only  teach  us  the 
great  benefit  and  value  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  that  we  are  considering  today,  but 
also  will  be  the  vehicle  through  which 
we  can  fill  the  last  remaining  gaps  in 
the  disaster  programs  of  our  National 
Government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  congratulate  and 
commend  this  committee  on  the  fine  and 
outstanding  job  they  have  done  in  re¬ 
porting  this  legislation  to  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  rivers  and  harbors 
bill  which  we  are  considering  today  has 
a  special  meaning  for  me.  Its  impor¬ 
tance  for  the  safety  of  more  of  our  citi¬ 
zens  is  all  the  more  poignant  in  view  of 
what  I  have  seen  in  recent  days.  I  refer 
to  the  devastation  brought  to  my  State 
of  Louisiana  by  Hurricane  Betsy. 

Several  of  my  colleagues  in  the  Louisi¬ 
ana  delegation  and  I  accompanied  Presi¬ 


dent  Johnson  to  my  State  the  day  that 
Hurricane  Betsy  struck  south  Louisiana. 
The  President  had  a  firsthand  look  at 
the  human  misery  and  the  destruction 
caused  by  this  monster  storm.  He 
pledged  the  full  resources  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  bring  all  manner  of  aid 
to  the  victims  of  Betsy. 

I  spent  that  same  weekend  touring  the 
Metropolitan  New  Orleans  area  and  the 
parishes  in  my  district.  What  I  saw  was 
awesome,  and  terrifying.  Death,  de¬ 
struction,  anguish — all  were  there.  One- 
hundred  and  twenty-five-mile-an-hour 
winds  whipped  tidal  waves  of  more  than 
7  feet  over  and  through  the  Mississippi- 
to-gulf  tidewater  channel;  the  indus¬ 
trial  canal  and  over  and  through  back 
levees  in  the  area.  After  this  nightmare, 
I  also  saw  the  coinage  and  determination 
of  the  people  of  New  Orleans  and  of 
south  Louisiana  to  rebuild,  and  to  do  so 
as  quickly  as  possible.  I  was  particularly 
heartened  by  the  efficiency  and  dispatch 
with  which  the  President  mobilized  the 
agencies  of  the  National  Government  to 
bring  broad  assistance  and  relief  to  the 
people  of  my  State.  The  cooperation 
between  all  levels  of  government  to  ease 
the  suffering,  to  clear  the  debris,  to  begin 
to  rebuild  was,  and  is,  stirring.  Man’s 
humanity  to  man  has  been  displayed 
countless  times  in  the  wake  of  this  ter¬ 
rible  hurricane.  It  has  been  done  in  the 
spirit  of  Christianity  and  brotherly  love. 
Gov.  John  J.  McKeithen  opened  his 
home  in  Baton  Rouge — the  Governor’s 
mansion — to  families  made  homeless  by 
the  ravages  of  this  storm. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Hurricane  Betsy  cer¬ 
tainly  was  the  most  devastating  hurri¬ 
cane  to  strike  southeast  Louisiana  in  this 
century,  and  probably  the  worst  one,  in 
terms  of  total  property  damage  in  the 
entire  history  of  my  State. 

I  daresay  all  of  us  in  this  House  would 
much  prefer  that  preventative  measures, 
such  as  the  navigation  and  flood  control 
projects  in  this  bill,  were  perfect,  were 
fool-proof,  so  as  to  prevent  the  loss  of 
life,  the  injuries  and  destruction  of  prop¬ 
erty  which  occurred  in  Louisiana,  or  has 
occurred  in  other  States.  Of  course,  it 
is  impossible  that  our  preventative  meas¬ 
ures  against  major  disasters  will  be 
perfect.  But  through  our  skills,  we  can 
improve  them,  we  can  make  them  su¬ 
perior  and  more  extensive  than  they  are 
now.  That  is  the  purpose  of  this  authori¬ 
zation  bill.  That  is  the  reason  members 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  have  worked  closely 
together  to  give  to  our  people  of  this 
great  Nation  more  extensive  and  superior 
protective  projects. 

In  the  United  States,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  have  achieved  more  than  any  other 
nation  in  controlling  and  harnessing  to 
our  good  use  the  great  rivers,  streams, 
lakes  and  other  bodies  of  water  in  our 
country.  Through  the  ingenuity  and 
foresight  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  and  the  wisdom  of  Congress,  we 
have  approved  and  constructed  many 
navigation  and  flood  control  projects 
across  this  land.  We  have  done  so,  not 
only  to  control  the  destructive  force  of 
some  of  our  bodies  of  water,  but  also — 
and  more  importantly — to  improve  them 
to  our  good  use.  We  have  built  deeper 


channels  to  increase  commerce  and  im¬ 
prove  navigation  on  our  waterways. 

We  have  built  harbors;  we  have  pro¬ 
vided,  through  locks  and  levees,  through 
damming  up  and  through  opening  or 
diverting  waterways,  the  means  for  in¬ 
creasing  commerce  by  inland  boats  and 
ocean-going  vessels.  We  have  accom¬ 
plished  much  in  this  field  to  strengthen 
our  country  and  enhance  its  progress  and 
prosperity. 

Navigation  and  flood  control  projects — 
their  construction  and  maintenance — are 
absolutely  necessary  for  the  growth  and 
development  of  the  United  States,  Mr. 
Chairman.  This  is  a  good  bill;  this  is 
a  most  worthy  bill,  and  I  am  confident 
that  the  House,  in  its  wisdom,  will  ap¬ 
prove  the  projects  included  in  it. 

In  light  of  the  havoc  caused  by  Hur¬ 
ricane  Betsy  to  south  Louisiana  and  to 
Florida  and  other  areas,  I  should  like  to 
cite  one  existing  project  of  the  Army 
Engineers  in  the  Lake  Pontchartrain 
area.  I  am  very  proud  of  the  success  of 
this  project.  I  refer,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
the  protection  levee,  built  by  the  Army 
Engineers  after  the  terrific  hurricane  of 
1947,  to  keep  east  Jefferson  Parish  free 
of  lake  waters  in  any  hurricane.  This 
levee  has  been  erected  along  the  south 
shore  of  Lake  Pontchartrain  from  the 
Orleans-Jefferson  line  to  St.  Charles 
Parish,  and  it  has  proved  to  be  remark¬ 
ably  effective. 

The  central  force  of  the  1947  hurri¬ 
cane  included  the  New  Orleans  area,  and 
I  lost  an  aunt  in  that  terrible  storm. 
But  the  destructive  swath  of  the  hurri¬ 
cane  included  the  New  Orleans  area,  and 
I  know  firsthand  what  devastation  that 
storm  brought.  I  was  a  young  Con¬ 
gressman  then;  and  the  impact  of  what 
I  saw  has  remained  with  me  very  vividly. 
It  was  rekindled  by  the  horrors  of  Betsy. 

The  1947  hurricane  dumped  tons  of 
water  on  east  Jefferson  Parish,  up  to  a 
depth  of  8  feet  and  as  far  back  as  two 
and  a  half  miles  from  the  lake.  Some 
39  square  miles  in  Metairie  and  in  the 
rest  of  east  Jefferson  were  inundated. 
Some  $4  million  in  property  damage  was 
suffered  by  the  people  of  east  Jefferson 
alone;  and  the  total  property  loss  in  the 
Metropolitan  New  Orleans  area  was 
more  than  $6.5  million. 

After  the  1947  hurricane,  I  was  deter¬ 
mined  to  do  everything  I  could  to  pro¬ 
vide  floodwater  protection  for  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  east  Jefferson  Parish.  By  work¬ 
ing  with  Senators  Allen  Ellender  and 
Russell  Long  of  Louisiana,  we  obtained 
authorization  for  construction  of  a  pro¬ 
tection  levee  there.  And  we  have 
worked  to  obtain  on  a  regular  basis  the 
necessary  funds  to  build  and  to  main¬ 
tain  this  protection  levee.  Today  this 
levee  is  more  than  80  percent  complete. 
This  strong  barrier  has  kept  Lake  Pont¬ 
chartrain  waters  out  of  east  Jefferson 
in  the  hurricanes  of  1956,  Flossie; 
1964,  Hilda;  and  again  with  Betsy  this 
year.  The  effectiveness  of  this  levee  is 
full  proof  of  what  can  be  done.  The 
value  of  this  levee  emphasizes  the  need 
for  a  larger,  more  extensive  hurricane 
barrier  all  along  the  south  shore  of  the 
lake  and  part  of  the  north  shore,  so  as 
to  protect  the  citizens  of  Orleans,  Jeffer¬ 
son,  St.  Bernard,  St.  Charles,  and  other 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


23722 


parishes;  and  to  provide  greater  protec¬ 
tion  in  the  area  below  New  Orleans  in 
St.  Bernard  and  Plaquemines  Parishes. 

As  Members  of  the  House  know,  the 
total  property  damage  to  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  property  in  Louisiana  alone — not 
to  mention  Florida,  Mississippi,  Ala¬ 
bama — will  exceed  $1  billion,  according 
to  an  estimate  by  Governor  McKeithen. 
In  7  major  hurricanes  to  hit  south¬ 
east  Louisiana  since  1900,  some  800  peo¬ 
ple  have  lost  their  lives.  The  terrible 
hurricane  of  1893  brought  death  to  some 
2,000  people. 

One  of  the  projects  in  this  bill — the 
Lake  Pontchartrain  and  vicinity  proj¬ 
ect — is  designed  to  provide  the  metro¬ 
politan  New  Orleans  area  and  southeast 
Louisiana  with  more  extensive,  stronger 
hurricane  and  flood  protection.  The 
project  calls  for  the  erection  of  a  huge 
hurricane  barrier  wall  along  the  south 
shore  of  the  lake,  and  on  part  of  the 
north  shore;  and  the  construction  of 
new  levees,  or  the  improvement  of  exist¬ 
ing  ones,  in  the  Mississippi  River  area 
east  of  New  Orleans  and  below  the  city. 
The  approval  of  this  project  will  reduce 
greatly  the  dangers  of  flooding,  partic¬ 
ularly  in  New  Orleans  itself,  which  came 
in  Betsy’s  wake. 

In  brief,  the  Lake  Pontchartrain  and 
vicinity  project  will  provide: 

First.  A  full  levee  and  floodwall  bar¬ 
rier  along  the  south  shore  of  the  lake, 
together  with  repair  and  reinforcement 
of  the  existing  seawall  at  Mandeville  on 
the  north  shore; 

Second.  That  this  huge  barrier  in¬ 
clude  a  navigation  gate  and  flood  gates 
in  the  Chef  Menteur  Pass  to  the  east  of 
New  Orleans;  a  lock  and  flood  gates  in 
the  Rigolets  Pass  to  the  east  of  New  Or¬ 
leans;  and  a  multiple-purpose  lock  at  the 
lakeward  end  of  the  inner  harbor  naviga¬ 
tion  canal; 

Third.  A  levee  and  a  floodwall  barrier 
along  the  southeast  side  of  the  area  to 
prevent  tidal  surges  from  Lake  Borgne 
into  Lake  Pontchartrain; 

Fourth.  For  the  Chalmette  area,  a 
total  of  about  17.3  miles  of  new  and  en¬ 
larged  levees,  extending  generally  along 
the  southerly  banks  of  the  gulf  intra¬ 
coastal  waterway  and  the  Mississippi-to- 
Gulf  outlet  to  Bayou  Dupre  and  thence 
westerly  to  the  Mississippi  River  levee 
at  Violet; 

Fifth.  A  lock  in  the  inner  harbor  navi¬ 
gation  canal  near  Seabrook  to  prevent 
water  velocities  hazardous  to  navigation 
in  the  canal,  and  the  increased  salinity 
in  Lake  Pontchartrain;  both  this  Sea- 
brook  lock  and  the  levee  for  the  intra¬ 
coastal  waterway  and  the  Mississippi 
River  tidewater  channel  would  help  con¬ 
trol  tidal  surges  into  the  lake  and  also 
augment  the  hurricane  barrier  across 
Pontchartrain’s  south  shore. 

I  do  not  pretend  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  this  project  to  protect  southeast 
Louisiana  from  hurricane  flood  waters 
is  perfect.  But  I  am  confident  it  will 
accomplish  much  to  prevent  loss  of  life 
and  property  destruction. 

For  one  thing,  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Alabama,  Congressman 
Robert  Jones,  who  is  chairman  of  the 
Flood  Control  Subcommittee  of  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  Committee,  and  is  a  recog¬ 


nized  authority  in  this  field,  pointed  out 
in  the  committee  report  on  this  rivers 
and  harbors  bill  that  the  ratio  of  benefit 
to  cost  for  the  Lake  Pontchartrain  pro¬ 
ject  is  $17  for  every  $1  spent  to  build  it 
and  maintain  it. 

This  is  one  of  the  highest  benefit-to- 
cost  ratios  ever  estimated  for  any  flood 
control  project  presented  to  the  Public 
Works  Comrrfittee,  according  to  Con¬ 
gressman  Jones.  The  cost  of  this 
worthy  project  will  be  about  $84.8  mil¬ 
lion — with  the  National  Government 
providing  about  70  percent  of  the  total 
of  about  $56.9  million,  and  the  parishes 
in  south  Louisiana  involved  providing 
about  $27.9  million. 

My  distinguished  colleague,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  and 
other  members  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee,  have  agreed,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  take  a  firsthand  look  at  the  destruc¬ 
tion  wrought  by  Betsy  in  south  Louisi¬ 
ana  this  weekend;  and  to  take  testimony 
on  the  total  property  damage  in  Louisi¬ 
ana,  Florida,  Alabama,  and  Mississippi 
from  public  and  private  officials.  My  col¬ 
leagues,  Mr.  Hebert,  Mr.  Morrison,  Mr. 
Willis,  and  I  will  accompany  Mr.  Jones 
and  other  members  of  the  Public  Works 
Committee,  including  Mr.  Gray,  of  Illi¬ 
nois,  Mr.  Schmidhauser,  of  Iowa,  and 
Mr.  Sweeney,  of  Ohio.  There  may  be 
other  members  who  will  join  us,  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  this  important  mission. 

We  will  conduct  a  hearing  on  Satur¬ 
day  in  New  Orleans,  and  on  Sunday  in 
Baton  Rouge,  the  State  capital  city.  We 
will  hear  testimony  on  total  property 
damage  with  two  principal  views  in 
mind: 

First.  To  ascertain  whether  it  is  de¬ 
sirable  to  recommend  to  the  Congress 
that  special  legislation  be  enacted  imme¬ 
diately  to  provide  extra  financial  assist¬ 
ance  and  relief  to  the  victims  of  hurri¬ 
cane  Betsy  in  all  four  States;  such  finan¬ 
cial  aid  would  augment  and  supplement 
that  now  being  provided  by  President 
Johnson  through  his  Emergency  Disaster 
Relief  Fund ;  and 

Second.  To  determine  whether  a  rec- 
commendation  should  be  made  to  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  that  the  Lake 
Pontchartrain  and  vicinity  project 
should  be  reviewed  with  the  thought  that 
as  its  construction  is  progressing,  the 
project  would  be  expanded,  modified  and 
improved  to  give  more  extensive  hurri¬ 
cane  and  flood  protection  to  the  people 
of  southeast  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Jones’  committee 
has  the  authority  to  do  these  things ;  and 
I  and  my  colleagues  from  Louisiana  and 
I  dare  say  all  the  people  of  my  State,  are 
most  grateful  to  Mr.  Jones  for  his  gen¬ 
erosity  and  his  thoughtfulness  in  agree¬ 
ing  to  go  to  Louisiana  and  conduct  these 
hearings.  We  will  be  most  appreciative 
for  his  advice  and  counsel  in  this  matter, 
once  he  has  made  an  on-site  inspection 
of  the  devastated  areas  and  heard  the 
testimony  of  public  and  private  officials. 
I  am  confident  that  the  result  of  this  in¬ 
spection  trip  and  these  hearings  will  be 
most  fruitful,  and  will  bring  both  added 
help  to  Betsy’s  victims  and  greater  hur¬ 
ricane  protection  for  southeast  Lou¬ 
isiana. 

I  am  pleased  to  report  also,  Mr.  Chair- 
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man,  that  the  House  is  receiving  for  this 
important  mission  the  full  and  complete 
cooperation  of  some  10  or  11  Federal 
agencies  which  have  been  directly  en¬ 
gaged  in  bringing  assistance  and  relief 
to  the  victims  of  Betsy.  Representatives 
of  these  agencies  and  departments  will 
join  us  in  journeying  to  Louisiana  for  the 
inspection  and  the  hearings.  Some  of 
them  will  testify,  along  with  their  field 
officers  who  have  been  stationed  in  Lou¬ 
isiana  since  Betsy  struck.  Those  agen¬ 
cies  to  be  represented  by  high-ranking 
officers  include:  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture;  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads; 
the  Economic  Development  Administra¬ 
tion — arm  of  the  Commerce  Department; 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administra¬ 
tion;  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers;  the 
Maritime  Administration;  the  Small 
Business  Administration;  the  Red  Cross; 
the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service;  the  Of¬ 
fice  of  Emergency  Planning,  and  maybe 
others.  I  know  they  will  give  to  the 
Congress  and  the  people  of  Louisiana 
and  the  other  States  involved  the  best  of 
their  advice  and  counsel,  and  the  maxi¬ 
mum  in  the  form  of  assistance  and  re¬ 
lief — something  they  have  been  doing  in 
a  magnificent  way  since  Hurricane  Betsy 
hit  south  Louisiana  on  September  10 
shid  11.  I  am  proud  and  pleased  that 
representatives  of  these  fine  agencies  are 
going  to  join  in  this  worthy  undertaking 
for  the  benefit  of  Louisiana,  Florida,  Ala¬ 
bama,  and  Mississippi. 

I  frankly  think  that  in  the  design 
stages  of  this  project,  when  construction 
planning  is  being  refined  through  funds 
to  be  provided  by  the  appropriations 
committees  of  the  House  and  the  Senate, 
there  should  be  an  extensive  review  of 
the  project,  keeping  in  mind  the  erratic 
course  of  Hurricane  Betsy  and  the  rav¬ 
ages  of  that  hurricane.  I  think  it  would 
be  constructive  if  the  Army  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  as  they  have  done  in  the  past, 
could  review  this  project,  with  a  view 
toward  expanding  it  or  modifying  it.  If 
they  find,  in  their  wisdom,  that  this  hur¬ 
ricane  barrier  plan,  as  proposed  in  this 
bill,  is  not  adequate,  is  not  as  good  as  it 
should  be,  then  I  am  confident  that  the 
Engineers  will  work  diligently  to  improve 
the  project.  There  is  no  doubt  that  Hur¬ 
ricane  Betsy  points  up  the  need,  too,  of 
accelerated  action  to  begin  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  sweeping  barrier  plan  for  the 
Metropolitan  New' Orleans  area  I  am 
confident  that  in  this  session  of  Congress, 
the  first  planning  funds  for  this  project 
will  be  appropriated;  my  colleagues  and 
I  from  Louisiana  are  working  toward 
that  end. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  insert  into  the 
Record  for  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues 
a  fine  front-page  story  from  the  Times- 
Picayune  of  New  Orleans,  La.,  in  the  is¬ 
sue  of  this  past  Sunday,  September  19, 
1965.  The  article  was  written  by  Mr. 
Clarence  Doucet,  and  in  it,  he'provides  a 
clear  word  picture  of  the  status  of  the 
Lake  Pontchartrain  and  vicinity  project, 
and  what  this  fine  project  includes.  Mr. 
Doucet’s  article  follows: 

Hurricane  Plan  2  Years  Old;  Might  Have 

Cut  Off  Floods — $56.9  Million  in  Bill 

Coming  Before  House 

(By  Clarence  Doucet) 

Already  2  years  old  is  a  recommended  hur¬ 
ricane  plan  by  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers, 
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which,  had  it  been  carried  out  before  Betsy, 
might  have  prevented  disastrous  flooding. 

Federal  fluids  for  the  plan,  costing  $84.6 
million,  are  included  in  the  omnibus  bill  on 
rivers,  harbors,  and  flood  control  which  the 
House  will  consider  this  week. 

Prof.  Chester  A.  Peyronnin,  Jr.,  Tulane 
University  engineer  and  specialist  on  hurri¬ 
cane  damages,  served  as  a  consultant  to  the 
U.S.  Engineers  on  the  hurricane  protection 
plan  design. 

He  says  completion  of  the  study  was  de¬ 
layed  by  the  UB.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
and  the  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries 
Commission  who  required  assurance  that  any 
plan  would  not  adversely  affect  the  fish  life 
in  Lake  Pontchartrain. 

OUTLOOK  GOOD - BOGGS 

United  States  Representative  Hale  Boggs 
has  said  the  outlook  is  good  for  obtaining  the 
first  appropriations  from  Congress  this  year 
to  begin  planning  the  construction  of  the 
hurricane  barrier  project. 

Getting  the  Federal  funds  is  only  part  of 
the  problem. 

The  Federal  Government  agrees  to  pay 
about  70  percent  of  the  cost,  or  $56.9  million. 
Those  funds  are  in  the  bill  before  the  House. 

The  remaining  $27.9  million  must  be  put 
up  by  the  State  and  the  parishes. 

Even  after  the  money  became  available,  it 
would  take  about  10  years  to  fully  imple¬ 
ment  the  plan. 

DESIGN  FOR  PROTECTION 

The  plan  is  designed  to  protect  the  New 
Orleans  area  against  a  “design”  storm,  the 
type  officials  say  comes  only  once  in  a  century. 

Two  years  ago  when  the  plan  was  an¬ 
nounced,  a  newspaper  headline  warned : 
"Hurricane  Could  Flood  Most  of  New  Or¬ 
leans.” 

It  was  pointed  out  in  the  report  that  in  the 
case  of  a  "design”  storm  that  Chalmette 
would  be  under  at  least  10  feet  of  water,  and 
that  water  would  be  over  the  tops  of  auto¬ 
mobiles. 

The  problem  of  how  to  deal  with  a  “de¬ 
sign”  storm,  or  her  real-life  counterpart  is 
solved,  according  to  the  report,  by  a  system 
of  gates  and  control  structures  to  keep  water 
out  of  Lake  Pontchartrain  as  well  as  a 
string  of  high  levees  to  protect  the  remainder 
of  the  area  which  would  be  threatened  by 
water  by  any  of  the  various  inland  water¬ 
ways. 

CONFIDENCE  OF  WORTH 

Professor  Peyronnin,  Jr.,  is  confident  that 
had  the  hurricane  plan  been  completed  be¬ 
fore  Betsy,  flooded  areas  at  the  most  would 
have  experienced  “a  little  spill”  that  would 
have  caused  water  in  the  street,  but  little 
more. 

He  further  asserts  that  construction  of 
the  levees  which  would  have  prevented  much 
of  Betty’s  damage  could  be  done  in  2  to  3 
years. 

While  there  was  not  time  to  prevent  Betsy 
from  causing  damage,  speedy  action  by  Con¬ 
gress  and  State  and  parish  governments  can 
lend  some  insurance  against  future  storms 
leaving  the  area  as  devastated. 

The  Engineers  call  their  creation  Stand¬ 
ard  Project  Hurricane,  and  to  it  they  have 
added  the  course  they  believe  would  be 
most  dangerous  to  the  city.  It  is  a  course 
several  miles  east  of  the  1915  hurricane. 

BARRIER  PROPOSED 

Recommended  is  a  barrier  to  keep  hurri¬ 
canes  from  forcing  more  water  into  Lake 
Pontchartrain  than  the  lake  can  handle. 
This  would  cost  about  $65  million,  or  about 
the  same  amount  it  cost  to  build  the  Greater 
New  Orleans  Mississippi  River  Bridge. 

The  plan  calls  for  control  structures  where 
Lake  Borgne  flows  into  Lake  Pontchartrain 
at  Chef  Menteur  Pass  and  the  Rigolets. 

The  engineers  discarded  the  possibility  of 
increasing  the  height  of  levees  on  the  Lake 
Pontchartrain  lakefront  because  they  would 


have  to  be  so  high  to  withstand  a  12-foot 
tidal  surge. 

This  is  what  the  plan  would  do: 

The  Rigolets:  Where  Highway  90  crosses 
this  major  opening  from  the  gulf  to  Lake 
Pontchartrain  a  concrete  control  structure, 
earthen  dam  and  navigation  lock  would  be 
constructed. 

The  1,450-foot  control  structure  with  23 
huge  vertical  lift  steel  gates  to  permit  or 
shut  off  tidal  flow  would  be  on  the  New 
Orleans  side  of  the  channel. 

LOCK  84  FEET  WIDE 

The  lock,  84  feet  wide  by  800  feet  long 
would  be  open  continually  to  pleasure  craft, 
commercial  vessels  and  tows  except  under 
abnormal  tide  conditions  and  would  be  on 
the  other  side  of  the  channel. 

The  open  water  between  the  two  would  be 
blocked  off  with  an  earthen  dam. 

Chef  Menteur  Pass:  The  Chef  Menteur 
would  be  closed  off  with  a  dam  where  it 
meets  Bayou  Sauvage.  The  bayou  would 
have  a  dam  across  it. 

Navigation  channels,  12  by  100  feet,  would 
be  dug  to  allow  entry  to  the  lake  from  both 
the  bayou  and  the  Chef.  A  floodgate  would 
allow  free  flow  of  tidal  waters  except  in  emer¬ 
gency  situations. 

Chef  to  Rigolets  Dike  Levees:  A  9 -foot 
levee  would  run  from  the  Rigolets  to  Chef 
Menteur  and  from  the  Chef  Menteur  to  a 
present  New  Orleans  East  levee. 

The  levee  along  the  Gulf  Intracoastal  Wa¬ 
terway  and  its  link  to  Highway  90  would  be 
enlarged  and  the  Industrial  Canal  levees 
raised  about  3  y2  feet. 

A  new  levee  would  go  up  along  the  lake- 
shore  between  the  Bonnet  Carre  Spillway  and 
the  St.  Charles-Jefferson  Parish  line,  with  a 
lateral  levee  along  the  parish  line  itself. 

Existing  levees  along  the  New  Orleans  lake- 
front  would  be  raised  2  feet.  East  of  the 
Industrial  Canal,  a  new  11-foot-high  levee 
would  be  constructed  all  the  way  to  South 
Point  (South  Shore) . 

NEW  16 -FOOT  LEVEE 

A  new  16-foot  levee  would  be  constructed 
for  more  than  13  miles  along  the  south  bank 
of  the  Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet  to  Bayou 
Dupre  and  then  along  the  bayou  to  Violet. 
(This  is  the  back  edge  of  the  protective  ring 
that  would  be  provided  for  Chalmette  and 
other  St.  Bernard  areas.)  No  levee  exists  at 
present,  although  the  report  indicates  a  6- 
foot-high  spoils  bank. 

Industrial  Canal:  The  engineers  think  it  is 
important  to  construct  a  navigation  lock 
where  the  canal  meets  the  lake  to  prevent 
hurricane  surges  from  entering  the  lake 
through  the  gulf  outlet,  which  joins  the 
canal. 

The  project  would  be  funded  under  present 
gulf  outlet  authorizations. 

North  Shore:  A  concrete  wall  and 
strengthened  seawall  would  be  built  at 
Mandeville,  where  considerable  flooding 
would  take  place  if  Standard  Project  Hurri¬ 
cane  hit. 

Standard  Project  Hurricane  is  given  a 
specific  course.  It  approaches  New  Orleans 
from  the  south,  crossing  the  coastline  west 
of  the  Mississippi  River  mouth  and  curves 
northeastward  over  Lake  Borgne. 

PREVENTION  POSSIBLE 

Peyronnin  says  the  Betsy  flooding  could 
have  been  prevented  by  this  plan  via  the 
higher  levees  along  the  Gulf  Intracoastal 
Waterway  and  around  Chalmette  which 
would  have  either  prevented  or  minimized 
the  overlap  of  floodwater  in  those  areas. 

The  proposed  control  structures  where 
Lake  Borgne  flows  into  Lake  Pontchartrain 
and  the  Industrial  Canal  could  have  kept  the 
surplus  water  confined  to  Borgne. 

He  also  said  Pointe  a  la  Hache  on  the  east 
bank  and  Port  Sulphur,  Empire,  Buras,  and 
Venice  on  the  west  bank  would  have  been 
afforded  considerable  protection  by  the 
recommended  improvements. 


In  those  areas,  he  says,  there  would  not 
have  been  flooding  of  any  consequence. 
The  reason  is  that  present  8-foot  levees 
would  have  been  raised  to  13.5  feet  from 
Empire  to  Venice.  Pointe  a  la  Hache  and 
Port  Sulphur. 

WOULD  HALT  TIDES 

The  raised  levees  along  the  Industrial 
Canal,  Intracoastal  Waterway  and  Mississippi 
River-Gulf  Outlet  would  take  care  of  rising 
tides  which  might  move  from  Lake  Borgne, 
he  said. 

No  floodgates  or  locks  are  proposed  for 
the  Mississippi  River-Gulf  Outlet. 

As  far  as  the  possibility  of  flooding  through 
wharf  structures  on  the  Industrial  Canal, 
a  dock  board  spokesman  said  the  wharves 
are  built  2  feet  above  the  highest  known 
water  level. 

Peyronnin  said  new  boats  slips  built  along 
the  outer  waterways  will  be  sealed  in  some 
way  and  this  is  being  studied. 

UNITED  FUND  STORM  AID  PANEL  FORMED 

A  special  committee  has  been  organized 
by  the  New  Orleans  United  Fund  to  receive 
and  process  donations  for  aid  of  disaster 
victims,  announced  United  Fund  president, 
Francis  Doyle. 

J.  Mason  Webster  of  Tulane  University  is 
director  of  a  committee  established  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  many  inquiries  from  individuals 
and  corporations  who  want  to  provide 
emergency  funds. 

Webster  said  his  committee  will  receive 
and  process  funds,  including  those  desig¬ 
nated  for  special  agencies.  The  United 
Fund  has  the  machinery  to  see  that  those 
agencies  which  urgently  need  additional 
funds  will  receive  them  from  contributors, 
he  said. 

The  Fund  recently  announced  that  neither 
it  nor  any  of  its  member  agencies  would 
conduct  a  special  campaign.  Individuals 
and  firms  served  by  the  Fund  will  be  asked 
to  give  a  “plus  gift.” 

Webster  said  funds  being  received  locally 
to  support  the  work  of  60  agencies  including 
the  Red  Cross  and  Salvation  Army  are  in 
excess  of  $3,873  million. 

Serving  on  the  Special  United  Fund  Dis¬ 
aster  Committee  with  Webster  are  Willis 
Penny,  Dr.  Leonard  L.  Burns,  Robert  E. 
Develle,  Mrs.  L.  D.  Hall,  and  Wilmer  G. 
Hinrichs. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require  to  com¬ 
ment  briefly  on  the  remarks  made  by  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana ,  and  others 
and  also  the  rights  and  responsibility  of 
our  committee  in  this  area. 

I  am  sure  many  Members  of  this  body 
recall  that  when  we  had  the  education 
committee  disaster  relief  bill  that  gives 
special  treatment  to  the  educational  fa¬ 
cilities  including  replacement  of  text¬ 
books  and  maintenance,  I  raised  the 
question:  If  you  are  going  to  do  it  relat¬ 
ing  to  schools,  why  not  consider  giving 
treatment  that  is  needed  proper  and  ju¬ 
dicious  consideration  to  what  should  be 
done  in  all  respects  regarding  disaster 
relief? 

Now  it  is  clear  and  it  is  true  that  in 
every  instance  of  a  disaster,  I  think  our 
committee  has  accepted  full  responsibil¬ 
ity  and  gone  into  the  area.  I  will  say 
to  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  that 
our  committee  for  the  first  time  in  my 
memory,  thanks  to  the  good  chairman¬ 
ship  of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland, 
has  gone  into  each  disaster  area,  and  the 
committee  itself  has  inspected  the  dam¬ 
age  and  has  indicated  properly  an  inter¬ 
est  in  the  matter  and  has  tried  to  come 
up  with  some  solutions  regarding  the 
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need  under  existing  law  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  authorizations  for  funds.  But  we 
are  faced  with  the  basic  problem  today 
and  tomorrow  thta  the  gentleman  from 
Louisiana  raised  and  that  is:  what  do 
you  do  with  regard  to  areas  not  covered 
under  present  law  relating  to  private 
homes  and  other  public  facilities  for 
which  under  the  present  law  only  repair 
and  returning  to  the  previous  condition 
of  those  public  facilities  is  permitted? 
That  is  an  issue  in  my  opinion  that  this 
Congress  has  to  face  up  to.  I  would 
suggest  respectfully  to  our  committee 
that  now  is  not  too  late  to  act.  I  would 
suggest  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  to  the  Members  present  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  that  what  we  should 
do  is  that  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
should  appoint  an  ad  hoc  committee  to 
act  during  the  recess,  if  they  ever  let  us 
recess  around  here,  to  study  the  basic 
laws  relating  to  national  and  natural  dis¬ 
asters  to  determine  what  our  committee 
action  should  be  in  the  coming  sessions 
of  Congress.  We  have  to  face  up  to  this 
problem.  We  cannot  put  it  off.  I  say  in 
addition  to  that,  of  course,  we  have  on 
the  books  today,  and  it  was  written  a 
number  of  years  ago,  but  never  imple¬ 
mented,  a  national  insurance  program 
for  natural  disasters  and  hurricane  in¬ 
surance. 

That  has  never  been  implemented. 
Why  should  not  consideration  be  given 
to  that  program?  I  think  our  committee 
ought  to  get  into  this  field  now  and  study 
the  basic  law  of  those  questions. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
such  time  as  he  may  consume. 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  COOLEY:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  commend  each  member  of  the  great 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  gentleman  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Jones],  the  chairman  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Flood  Control,  for  their 
foresight,  good  judgment  and  their  dedi¬ 
cated  concern  for  the  resources  of  the 
Nation,  and  the  well-being  of  our  people, 
in  reporting  to  the  House  for  our  con¬ 
sideration  here  today  this  bill  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  construction,  repair,  and  pres¬ 
ervation  of  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  for 
recreation,  and  for  other  economic  pur¬ 
poses. 

A  total  of  144  individual  projects  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  at  a  total  estimated 
Federal  cost  of  $1,970  million.  The 
projects  are  located  in  41  States,  spread¬ 
ing  their  benefits  to  many  millions  of 
our  people. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
especially  interested  in  the  authorization, 
through  this  legislation,  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Neuse  River  Basin  in  the 
great  State  of  North  Carolina. 

This  bill  authorizes  improvements  in 
the  Neuse  Basin  down  to  Pamlico  Sound 
involving  Federal  expenditures  totaling 
$29  million— $18,600,000  for  the  Falls 
Dam  and  Reservoir  and  $10,400,000  for 
the  project  for  hurricane-flood  protec¬ 
tion  at  New  Bern  and  vicinity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  development  of 
the  Neuse  River  Basin  will  bring  untold 


benefits  to  the  people  of  the  Fourth  Con¬ 
gressional  District  of  North  Carolina, 
which  it  is  my  privilege  to  represent  in 
the  Congress,  and  to  our  State  general¬ 
ly;  and  the  economic  stimulation  will  be 
felt  over  a  wide  area  beyond  the  bounds 
of  North  Carolina. 

This  development  is  especially  bene¬ 
ficial  to  the  city  of  Raleigh,  the  capital 
of  the  State  of  North  Carolina. 

The  rapidly  growing  capital  city  has 
an  immediate  and  pressing  need  for  an 
adequate  supply  of  water  for  municipal 
and  industrial  uses.  At  present  Raleigh 
gets  its  water  from  several  reservoirs  on 
the  smaller  creeks.  The  safe  yield  of  the 
present  source  will  soon  be  exceeded. 
The  Falls  Reservoir  will  store  45,000- 
acre-feet  of  water  for  this  purpose.  This 
will  provide  for  Raleigh’s  needs  for  years 
to  come.  The  45,000-acre-feet  of  stor¬ 
age  will  provide  Raleigh  with  about  100 
million  gallons  of  water  per  day. 

The  Neuse  River  Basin,  situated  in  the 
eastern  part  of  North  Carolina,  is  ap¬ 
proximately  180  miles  long,  with  a  maxi¬ 
mum  width  of  46  miles.  The  Neuse  is 
formed  by  the  confluence  of  the  Eno  and 
Flat  Rivers,  about  8  miles  north  of  the 
city  of  Durham,  and  has  a  drainage  area 
of  approximately  5,700  square  miles. 

The  only  existing  flood  control  project 
of  a  permanent  nature  constructed  on 
the  Neuse  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  is 
the  cutoff  at  Goldsboro.  This  project 
consists  of  a  flood  channel  across  two  ad¬ 
joining  bends  of  the  river. 

Major  floods  occur  in  the  Neuse  River 
Basin  as  a  result  of  heavy  rainfall  from 
thunderstorms,  hurricanes,  and  tropical 
storms.  Such  damage,  according  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  averages  about 
$1,256,000  annually. 

The  recommended  plan  of  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  basin  is  for  construction  of 
the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  flood  control,  water  supply,  wat¬ 
er  quality  control,  recreation  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  include  a  general  plan  of  improve¬ 
ment  embracing  12  other  reservoirs  as 
a  guide  for  future  development  of  the 
water  and  related  land  resources  of  the 
basin. 

The  authorization  in  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  today  is  for  the  Falls  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  $18,600,000,  and  for 
the  project  for  hurricane-flood  protec¬ 
tion  at  New  Bern  and  vicinity,  $10,400,- 
000. 

At  New  Bern  the  Neuse  River  widens 
into  a  broad  tidal  estuary  that  empties 
into  Pamlico  Sound.  Any  sustained 
strong  winds  from  the  northeast  quad¬ 
rant  on  Pamlico  Sound  cause  increased 
water  levels  in  the  Neuse  estuary  with 
frequent  damaging  results  to  urban  and 
other  developed  areas.  This  legislation 
authorizes  construction  of  a  hurricane- 
tidal  barrier  at  the  Cherry  Point- Wilkin¬ 
son  Point  site  on  the  Neuse,  to  include 
an  ungated  navigation  opening. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  note  particularly  the 
statements  of  the  committee  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  authorizations  on  the  Neuse, 
as  follows: 

Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir:  The  committee 
recognizes  the  desirability  of  protecting  the 
flood  plains  of  the  Neuse  River  from  disas¬ 
trous  flood  damage.  The  Falls  Dam  and 
Reservoir  project  would  be  an  effective  ini¬ 
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tial  step  in  controlling  floods  and  providing 
needed  water  supply,  water  quality  control, 
and  recreation  in  the  basin. 

New  Bern  and  vicinity:  The  committee 
considers  this  project  to  be  needed  for  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  at  New  Bern.  However,  the 
committee  notes  that  economic  justification 
is  dependent  on  realization  of  benefits  which, 
in  turn,  are  dependent  in  considerable  part 
on  actions  by  local  interest  in  regard  to 
bridge  construction  and  recreational  use  of 
the  hurricane  barrier  slope.  Accordingly, 
the  committee  considers  it  desirable  that 
these  benefits  be  reviewed  carefully  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  evaluation  studies  normally 
made  during  preconstruction  planning,  tak¬ 
ing  into  account  the  intentions  of  local 
interests  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir  is 
a  first  step  in  the  development  of  the 
land  and  water  resources  of  the  Neuse 
River  Basin.  The  Corps  of  Engineers’ 
report  describes  12  additional  potential 
reservoir  projects  in  the  basin  which  are 
to  be  studied  in  the  future. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  the  local 
people  in  the  Neuse  River  Basin  are  tak¬ 
ing  steps  to  solve  some  of  the  existing 
land  and  water  problems.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  received  nine 
applications  for  assistance  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Watershed  Protection 
and  Flood  Prevention  Act — Public  Law 
566,  83d  Congress,  as  amended.  Water¬ 
shed  work  plans  developed  by  these  local 
organizations  with  assistance  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  have  been 
approved  for  five  of  these  watersheds 
and  assistance  is  being  provided  for  the 
installation  of  improvements.  Thg  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  is  now  provid¬ 
ing  technical  assistance  to  local  organi¬ 
zations  in  developing  a  watershed  work 
plan  for  a  sixth  watershed  in  the  basin. 

Other  local  organizations  have  also 
indicated  an  interest  in  developing 
watershed  work  plans  and  installing 
improvement  measures  in  other  water¬ 
sheds  in  the  basin. 

I  am  greatly  interested  in  seeing  that 
the  land  and  water  resources  of  the 
Neuse  Riven  Basin  are  developed  to  their 
maximum  potential.  I  hope  that  future 
studies  in  the  basin  will  be  carried  out 
jointly  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  State  and  local  agencies.  I 
am  sure  such  studies  will  determine  the 
most  appropriate  manner  of  providing 
for  the  development  of  the  basin’s  re¬ 
sources  through  combinations  of  water¬ 
shed  projects  under  the  provisions  of 
Public  Law  566  and  additional  reservoir 
projects  as  are  considered  in  the  Chief 
of  Engineers’  report. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  assure  the  House 
that  our  people  living  in  the  basin  are 
ready  and  willing  to  do  their  part  in 
the  Neuse  River  Basin  development. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  wish  to  compliment  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  for  again  pointing  out, 
as  he  usually  does,  with  his  great  skill, 
the  overwhelming  need  to  meet  this  par¬ 
ticular  disaster  problem. 
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As  the  gentleman  knows,  in  1956  a 
disaster  act  was  passed,  but  it  has  never 
been  implemented. 

I  shall  ask  to  include  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  a  recommendation  I  have 
made  to  the  committee  in  support  of  a 
study  in  depth  on  the  problem  of  inade¬ 
quate  disaster  insurance.  I  would  like  to 
work  with  the  committee,  and  I  hope  that 
my  recommendations  will  be  followed. 

The  attached  news  release  from  my 
office  on  July  14,  1965,  spells  out  guide¬ 
lines  for  the  development  of  an  adequate 
natural  disaster  insurance  program. 
This  could  be  of  value  to  the  Members 
similarly  concerned: 

News  Release 

Congressman  Don  H.  Clausen  today 
charged  that  a  program  of  adequate  aid  to 
private  individuals  whose  property  is  dam¬ 
aged  in  floods  and  other  natural  disasters 
“simply  does  not  exist.” 

In  testimony  before  the  House  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Small  Business,  Clausen  said  such 
a  program  is  critically  needed. 

“It  Is  to.  this  end  that  I  ask  the  Con¬ 
gress  to  direct  its  greatest  efforts  and  tal¬ 
ents,”  he  said. 

Clausen  said,  "The  millions  of  dollars 
spent  by  the  Federal  Government,  the  States, 
the  Red  Cross,  Salvation  Army,  church  re¬ 
lief,  and  the  many  great  voluntary  organiza¬ 
tions,  though  sincerely  appreciated,  can  by 
no  means  begin  to  provide  relief  for  the 
mental  anguish  and  personal  losses  suffered 
by  those  immediately  affected.” 

The  First  District  Congressman  said  that 
the  National  Disaster  Act  of  1956  takes  care 
of  political  subdivisions  and  the  public  sec¬ 
tor  generally,  “but  the  program  to  sufficient¬ 
ly  handle  the  private  sector  problems  simply 
does  not  exist.” 

The  subcommittee,  an  arm  of  the  House 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  held 
hearings  last  week  on  a  series  of  bills  call¬ 
ing  for  detailed  studies  of  flood  aid  to  indi¬ 
viduals.  It  was  hoped  that  such  studies,  one 
of  which  was  proposed  by  Clausen,  would 
lead  to  national  disaster  insurance  which 
individuals  could  afford  and  would  cover 
their  losses  in  time  of  disaster. 

The  subcommittee  today  released  testi¬ 
mony  received  during  its  hearings. 

“We  need  a  program  that  can  be  triggered 
Into  action  as  soon  after  the  disaster  occurs 
as  is  physically  and  administratively  pos¬ 
sible,”  Clausen  said. 

Clausen  said  he  believed  any  study  pro¬ 
posed  by  Congress  should  proceed  in  the 
following  general  direction: 

Ask  the  insurance  industry  to  advise  the 
Congress  whether  it  can  or  cannot  specifically 
provide  adequate  insurance  underwriting  to 
meet  the  problem,  either  by  individual  com¬ 
panies,  through  re-insurance  or  risk-pool¬ 
ing  concepts? 

If  not,  can  an  arrangement  similar  to  the 
FHA  underwriting  Government  industry  co¬ 
operative  agreement  be  developed? 

Is  a  subsidy  arrangement,  containing  ade¬ 
quately  defined  insurable  limits  a  possibil¬ 
ity-providing  the  administration  of  the 
program  supplements  and  does  not  conflict 
with  reasonable  Insurance  program  objec¬ 
tives? 

The  Red  Cross,  Salvation  Army,  Office  of 
Emergency  Planning,  churches  of  all  de¬ 
nominations  and  the  many  voluntary  relief 
agencies  should  be  asked  to  provide  advice 
and  counsel  to  the  agency  conducting  the 
study,  thereby  providing  the  Congress  with 
the  invaluable  benefits  gained  through  years 
of  disaster  relief  experience. 

Adequate  flood  plain  zoning  must  be  an 
integral  part  of  the  program  until  such  time 
as  adequate  flood  protective  works  can  be 
built. 


Mr.  CRAMER.  This  is  one  of  the 
areas  which  such  an  ad  hoc  committee 
could  study  and  come  up  with  recom¬ 
mendations  with  regard  to  disaster  re¬ 
lief  in  all  of  these  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  KEITH.  Mr.  Chairman,  earlier 
in  the  session  I  introduced  a  bill  request¬ 
ing  the  Congress  to  establish  such  a 
commission  and  study  the  whole  prob¬ 
lem  of  disaster  insurance  and  the  rela¬ 
tionship  of  the  Federal  Government, 
State  governments,  and  local  govern¬ 
ments,  with  the  insurance  industry. 
Some  months  later  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Patman]  filed  a  bill  identi¬ 
cal  to  mine.  Such  a  bill  has  passed  the 
Senate.  The  measure  was  on  our  cal¬ 
endar  a  week  ago  Monday,  the  day  on 
which  we  had  22  quorum  and  rollcalls. 
I  believe  it  is  known  as  Senate  408.  If 
there  is  any  possibility  of  taking  that 
bill  up  this  session,  that  proposal  would 
be  available  for  us  to  approach  this 
serious  and  timely  subject. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  That  is  another  indication  of  the 
importance  of  the  subject  to  many 
Members  of  the  Congress.  It  is  obvi¬ 
ously  urgent  as  a  result  of  the  floods  that 
have  taken  place  and  the  damage  which 
has  resulted  throughout  much  of  the 
South,  including  Florida  and  Louisiana, 
as  examples. 

Mr.  Charman,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Davis]  7  minutes. 

(Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  hesitate  to  take  up  the  time  of 
my  colleagues  in  debate  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  in  relation  to  a  bill  which  does 
not  come  from  a  committee  of  which 
I  am  a  member.  But  I  think  it  is  neces¬ 
sary- to  do  so  because  one  of  the  projects 
in  the  bill  directly  affects  both  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  the  position  of  a  com¬ 
mittee  of  which  I  am  a  member,  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations. 

The  project  involved  that  requires  the 
attention  of  all  of  us  who  serve  as  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House,  and  the  manner  in 
which  that  project  appears  in  the  bill, 
is  the  Trinity  River  project  in  Texas. 

As  I  understand  it,  that  is  a  project 
which  approaches  $1  billion  in  its  scope. 
We  are  talking  about  the  authorization 
of  two  parts  of  that  project.  The  parts 
are  quite  similar  in  the  amount  of  money 
involved.  One-half  billion  dollars  relates 
to  water  conservation,  recreation,  and 
flood  control.  That  part,  as  I  understand 
it,  has  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  The  other  part,  another  one- 
half  billion  dollars,  relates  to  navigation, 
a  12-foot  canal,  150  feet  wide,  running 
for  300  or  400  miles  across  the  State  of 
Texas. 

That  part,  as  I  also  understand,  does 
not  have  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  said  that  that  part  ought  to  be  re¬ 
studied  and  ought  to  be  reevaluated,  and 
the  criteria  upon  which  that  reevaluation 
is  made  should  be  in  terms  of  having  it 
brought  up  to  date  before  it  ought  to  be 


considered  for  authorization.  That  part, 
as  I  also  understand  it,  has  a  benefit-to- 
cost  ratio  of  less  than  unity  on  the  basis 
of  the  figures  which  have  been  set  forth 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

On  page  85  appears  an  authorization 
for  this  $1  billion  project  of  only  $83 
million. 

But  the  language  specifically  says  “in¬ 
cluding  navigation.”  In  other  words,  we 
are  asked  to  partially  authorize  the  part 
which  has  not  been  approved  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  and  the  part  which, 
under  existing  criteria,  has  a  benefit-to- 
cost  ratio  of  less  than  unity. 

Earlier  today,  if  I  recall  correctly — 
and  perhaps  some  corrections  will  be 
made  by  members  of  the  committee — 
the  gentleman  from  Florida  [Mr.  Sikes] 
referred  to  12  new  projects  which  have 
been  sent  up  since  this  bill  was  reported, 
and  earlier  in  the  general  debate  some¬ 
one  referred  to  another  project,  I  believe 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia,  and  the 
gentleman  in  charge  of  floor  debate  sug¬ 
gested  that  there  would  probably  be  an¬ 
other  omnibus  bill  next  year. 

As  a  member  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  and  particularly  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Public  Works,  which  has 
cognizance  over  the  funding  of  projects 
of  this  kind,  I  cannot  help  being  con¬ 
cerned  over  the  manner  in  which  this  is 
being  handled.  This  is  a  piecemeal  au¬ 
thorization  of  a  huge  project,  part  of 
which  does  not  have  the  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  which  has  a 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  of  less  than  1.  I 
cannot  help  being  concerned  over  the 
argument  that  we  should  authorize  a 
part  of  it  now  so  that  the  highway  of¬ 
ficials  in  the  State  of  Texas  will  know 
that  they  can  go  ahead  on  the  basis  of 
it. 

In  other  words,  the  foot  will  be  in  the 
door  and  every  member  of  this  commit¬ 
tee  will  be  considered  as  being  commit¬ 
ted,  and  the  Appropriations  Committee 
will  be  considered  as  being  committed 
for  not  the  $83  million  which  appears  in 
this  bill  but  for  the  billion  dollars  we 
are  talking  about  for  this  project. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  said 
that  there  can  be  a  restudy  and  a  re- 
evaluation  within  a  period  of  6  months. 
If  that  is  true,  I  believe  this  Congress 
owes  it  to  itself  and  the  Members  of  the 
House  owe  to  the  integrity  of  our  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee  to  await  the  re¬ 
sults  of  that  kind  of  a  restudy  and  re- 
evaluation.  If  it  can  be  done  in  6 
months,  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
says,  the  results  of  that  restudy  will  be 
before  the  second  session  of  the  89th 
Congress  so  that,  if  there  is  an  omnibus 
bill,  as  twice  has  been  indicated  today, 
it  could  be  included  as  an  authorization 
at  that  time. 

It  appears  to  me  that  we  can  do  great 
harm  to  the  confidence  of  the  American 
people.  We  can  do  great  harm  to  the 
confidence  of  the  people  in  us  and  great 
harm  to  the  confidence  of  the  Members 
of  the  House  and  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
the  authorizing  committee,  if  we  pro¬ 
ceed  with  this  kind  of  a  piecemeal  au¬ 
thorization,  in  the  light  of  the  questions 
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which  have  been  raised  both  in  the  ex¬ 
ecutive  and  legislative  branches. 

If  I  am  wrong  in  these  figures  or  if  I 
am  wrong  in  asserting  that  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  has  said  this  ought  to  be 
reevaluated  and  restudied  and  that  they 
do  not  approve  of  authorizing  it  at  this 
time,  we  should  have  some  clarification 
now.  If  I  am  correct,  I  believe  this  proj¬ 
ect  ought  to  be  deferred  until  the  omni¬ 
bus  bill  for  next  year. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Ofeio. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  yielding.  I  commend  the  gentleman 
on  his  position.  He  is  taking  the  same 
position  that  I  took  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  raised  the  same  points  he  has 
raised  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  raised.  I  of¬ 
fered  an  amendment  to  strike  the  navi¬ 
gational  features  from  that  portion  of 
the  authorization,  setting  forth  the  same 
objections  and  the  same  reasons  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
has  stated. 

However,  we  were  not  successful  in 
that  effort.  We  did  achieve  an  element 
of  success.  We  had  written  into  the  au¬ 
thorization  a  provision  for  a  restudy. 
We  further  obtained  a  concession  that 
up-to-date  or  present  criteria  would  be 
used  in  the  restudy,  including  an  ade¬ 
quate  rate  of  interest  together  with  the 
usual  50-year  amortization  or  lifetime 
period. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  authorization, 
while  it  does  in  effect  give  blanket  au¬ 
thorization  to  the  entire  project,  only 
gives  a  monetary  authorizaation  in  the 
sum  of  $83  million.  That  means  the 
committee  and  the  Congress  will  have 
to  come  back  and  take  another  look  at 
this  project  after  the  restudy  and  before 
further  monetary  authorizations  are 
made.  So,  while  we  did  not  accomplish 
the  purposes  set  forth  and  overcome  the 
objections  raised  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
we  did  in  great  measure  strengthen  the 
original  proposal.  We  did  accomplish 
that. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  feels  at  least  in  the  eyes  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  from  the  State  of  Texas  that  Con¬ 
gress  is  not  committed  and  the  hands  of 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  are  tied  as  far  as  being  sure 
that  we  get  the  kind  of  a  restudy  and  re- 
evaluation  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  think  we  will  cer¬ 
tainly  get  a  restudy  and  certainly  the  leg¬ 
islative  history  is  clear  enough  so  that 
we  will  get  a  restudy  based  on  current 
criteria.  I  am  not  fooling  you  or  any¬ 
body  else.  We  have  authorized  the  proj  - 
ect. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Gray]. 

(Mr.  GRAY  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GRAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  answer 
to  the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin,  let  me  set  the  record  straight. 


One  of  the  really  impressive  things 
about  this  Trinity  River  program  is  the 
number  of  Americans  it  will  serve. 

The  amount  of  money  involved  would 
not  be  considered  too  great  when  repre¬ 
senting  a  total  package  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  waters  over  the  next  15  or 
20  years  in  an  entire  State  of  our  Union. 

And  yet,  the  Trinity  River  Basin,  for 
which  this  project  will  do  just  that,  con¬ 
tains  more  people  than  any  one  of  32 
States  in  our  Nation.  The  people  who 
will  benefit  by  this  project  amount  to 
more  than  3  percent  of  the  Nation’s 
total  population. 

Certainly  we  are  not  doing  too  much 
for  them  by  comparison  to  projects  for 
the  rest  of  the  country  in  development  of 
water  resources. 

According  to  the  projection  made  be¬ 
fore  our  committee  by  Maj.  Gen.  Jack- 
son  Graham,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  for 
Civil  Works  if  we  assume  that  this  proj¬ 
ect  could  be  completed  in  10  annual  in¬ 
stallments,  we  would  be  devoting  ap¬ 
proximately  2  percent  of  the  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  on  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment.  And  yet  this  amount  would  be 
serving  more  than  3  percent  of  the  popu¬ 
lation. 

Today  the  Forth  Worth  and  Dallas 
metropolitan  area  is  the  largest  single 
concentration  of  people  anywhere  in  the 
country  not  served  by  a  navigable  water¬ 
way. 

So,  as  a  matter  of  justice  and  fairness, 
it  seems  to  me  that  this  project  is  amply 
justified  on  the  basis  of  the  great  part 
of  Americans  that  it  will  serve  and  by  the 
careful  planning  and  cooperation  which 
has  gone  into  it. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  interest  expressed  by  our 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Davis]  ,  but  there  are  certain  fac¬ 
tual  inaccuracies  contained  in  his  sum¬ 
mation  of  the  Trinity  River  project. 

It  is  not,  as  he  indicated,  a  “billion-dol- 
lar  project.”  At  least  it  does  not  involve 
$1  billion  in  Federal  expenditures.  The 
only  way  we  could  refer  to  it  accurately 
as  a  billion-dollar  project  would  be  by 
taking  into  account  all  of  the  moneys 
which  have  been  expended  and  pledged 
by  State  and  local  and  private  sources  to 
the  completion  of  this  vital  program. 

The  best  estimate  available  on  the  total 
Federal  cost  of  the  entire  comprehensive 
program  is  approximately  $737  million. 
This  would  extend  over  a  period  of  at 
least  10  years  in  the  completion  of  14 
flood  control  and  multiple-purpose  proj¬ 
ects,  as  well  as  the  navigation  canal. 
The  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers’  estimate 
of  $515  million  for  the  navigation  canal 
includes  a  25-percent  contingency  fund 
safety  factor  which  has  been  added  to 
the  cost  estimates. 

No  comprehensive  program  of  this  type 
that  has  ever  come  before  the  Congress 
has  enjoyed  such  a  magnificent  degree  of 
willing  local  financial  participation. 
More  than  $500  million  in  totally  non- 
Federal  funds  either  have  been  spent  or 
will  be  spent  on  this  total  development 
program. 

Our  entire  committee,  I  am  sure,  was 
greatly  impressed  by  the  intelligence  and 
spirit  of  the  large  delegation  from  Texas 
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which  appeared  before  us  in  behalf  of 
this  Trinity  River  project. 

It  was  the  largest  group  to  come  before 
the  committee  in  behalf  of  any  program 
we  had  under  consideration.  The  testi¬ 
mony  given  by  the  group  was  factual 
and  intelligent  and  extremely  well  pre¬ 
sented. 

But  the  main  thing  this  delegation 
demonstrated  was  the  complete  unanim¬ 
ity  of  support,  public  and  private,  for  this 
project.  There  were  in  that  group  62 
mayors  and  15  county  judges,  as  well  as 
the  civic  and  industrial  leaders  of  Texas. 

They  filed  with  the  committee  copies 
of  official  resolutions  adopted  by  the  local 
governing  bodies  pledging  their  local 
financial  and  moral  cooperation  in  every 
phase  of  this  activity. 

The  people  living  in  the  Trinity  River 
Basin  have  indeed  put  their  money  where 
their  mouth  is.  They  already  have  spent 
$269  million  of  local  money  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  this  river  basin  and  have 
pledged  additional  amounts  totaling  $256 
million  more. 

In  other  words,  the  local  non-Federal 
interests,  are  putting  up  a  total  of  more 
than  half  a  billion  dollars  to  match  the 
Federal  Government’s  work  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  project.  They  have  com¬ 
pletely  demonstrated  their  good  faith. 

On  the  basis  of  this  factor  alone,  it 
seems  to  me  that  this  project  deserves 
our  support. 

The  committee  very  carefully  consid- 
erd  the  Trinity  River  project  and  deter¬ 
mined  that  it  is  fully  justified  on  the 
basis  of  a  realistic  benefits-cost  ratio. 

The  economic  justification  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  was  quite  evident  to  those  of  us  who 
listened  attentively  to  the  testimony. 

We  in  the  committee  feel  that  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  projection  of  the 
usage  of  the  navigation  canal  is  ex¬ 
tremely  conservative  and  that  it  actually 
will  produce  an  enormous  volume  of 
shipping,  a  great  deal  more,  in  fact,  than 
would  be  necessary  to  produce  a  favor¬ 
able  benefits-cost  ratio. 

The  history  of  the  traffic  projections 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  would  seem  to 
bear  this  out. 

On  the  upper  Mississippi,  the  Engi¬ 
neers  projected  anticipated  tonnage  of 
only  9  million  tons.  By  1963,  the  actual 
tonnage  had  reached  31  million,  or  344 
percent  of  the  anticipated  volume. 

On  the  Illinois  Waterway,  the  official 
projection  was  for  only  7.5  million  tons. 
Actually,  tonnage  in  1963  was  23.6  mil¬ 
lion — three  times  as  much. 

The  Ohio  River,  estimated  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  at  9  million  tons  an¬ 
nually,  reached  88  million  tons  in  1963, 
or  973  percent  of  the  estimate. 

More  in  point,  the  Gulf  Intra-Coastal 
Canal  between  New  Orleans  and  Corpus 
Christi  exceeded  the  7-million-ton  esti¬ 
mate  by  seven  times,  reaching  approxi¬ 
mately  50  million  tons  in  1963. 

This  Trinity  Canal  will  connect  with 
the  Gulf  Intra-Coastal  Canal.  The  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  stated  that  it  was 
greatly  impressed  by  the  growth  of  the 
area.  The  canal  will  bring  still  greater 
industrialization  and  growth,  and  will 
pay  for  itself  several  times  over. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  made  what 
the  committee  regarded  as  a  most  sig¬ 
nificant  statement,  when  it  said: 

More  recent  information  on  the  growth  of 
industry,  and  freight  traffic  in  the  area  sug¬ 
gests  significant  changes  in  the  benefits 
originally  assigned  to  the  project.  We  have 
been  impressed  by  the  industrial  growth  in 
this  region  which  has  occurred  since  1958. 

As  set  forth  in  this  bill,  there  are 
ample  safeguards  and  continuing  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  congressional  review,  as 
explained  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  HarshaI.  It  is  quite  true  that  we 
are  authorizing  the  project  exactly  as 
recommended  by  the  Board  of  Engineers 
for  Rivers  and  Harbors. 

On  any  project  of  this  scope  and  dura¬ 
tion,  however,  the  requirement  of  appro¬ 
priations  to  carry  out  the  work  gives  to 
Congress  a  continuing  review. 

The  Public  Works  Committee,  after 
carefully  considering  all  sides  and  hear¬ 
ing  all  testimony  in  connection  with  the 
Trinity  River  project,  has  decided  clearly 
that  it  is  economically  justified. 

The  divsion  engineer  assigned  to  it  a 
favorable  benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.6  to  1. 
The  Chief  of  Engineers  recommended 
the  project.  The  Board  of  Engineers 
for  Rivers  and  Harbors  also  recom¬ 
mended  the  project. 

It  has  been  further  recommended  by 
the  Department  of  Commerce,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior,  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education  and  Welfare,  and  in  all  by  a 
total  of  18  official  State  and  Federal 
agencies  of  government. 

Interestingly,  these  recommendations 
were  based  on  very  low  tonnage  projec¬ 
tions  for  shipments  of  grain  and  other 
commodities  by  way  of  the  navigation 
canal. 

The  basic  year  used  in  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  study  was  1958 — the  last  year 
of  a  scorching  7-year  drought  in  the 
Southwest.  Obviously,  the  amount  of 
grain  being  grown  in  that  year  was  far 
below  normal. 

Yet,  even  so,  the  figures  came  out  fa¬ 
vorably. 

The  records  show  that  the  actual  ship¬ 
ment  of  grain  today  which  would  go  by 
the  waterway  is  already  more  than  three 
times  as  much  as  was  anticipated  by 
this  time  in  the  use  of  the  1958  figures 
which  formed  the  basis  of  the  favorable 
report  of  the  study. 

To  put  it  another  way,  shipments 
available  for  the  barge  canal  are  already 
greater  than  the  Corps  of  Engineers  pro¬ 
jection  anticipated  for  the  year  2010. 

The  committee  has  on  file  affidavits 
from  commercial  shippers  who  state  the 
volumes  available  which  they  would  ship 
by  the  canal  if  it  were  complete  now. 
In  some  cases  these  totals  amount  to  10 
times  as  much  as  was  credited  in  the 
favorable  Corps  of  Engineers  study. 

So,  on  the  basis  of  these  facts  and  on 
the  basis  of  the  demonstrated  local  en¬ 
thusiasm  and  cooperation,  the  commit¬ 
tee  felt  strongly  that  this  project  is  well- 
justified  economically  and  deserves  our 
support. 

Mr.  MURPHY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  a  former  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  I  want  to 
commend  the  chairman  of  the  full  com¬ 


mittee,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland 
[Mr.  Fallon],  and  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Blatnix],  for  their  diligent 
and  outstanding  efforts  in  bringing  this 
omnibus  bill  to  the  floor.  It  has  been 
3  years  since  a  rivers  and  harbors  beach 
erosion,  flood  control  and  water  supply 
proposal  has  come  to  the  House  and  I 
think  these  gentlemen  are  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  their  stated  policy  that  in 
the  future  an  omnibus  bill  will  come  up 
each  year.  This  will  insure  that  projects 
that  have  been  studied  closely  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  and  recommended 
favorably  by  Government  departments 
will  be  acted  upon  without  undue  legis¬ 
lative  delay. 

The  actions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
and  of  course  of  this  committee,  in  their 
deliberations  in  authorizing  the  Staten 
Island  hurricane  protection  and  beach 
erosion  control  will  insure  that  this  rap¬ 
idly  expanding  community  does  not  suf¬ 
fer  the  critical  damage  and  heartbreak¬ 
ing  effects  that  have  always  accom¬ 
panied  the  seasonal  hurricane  assaults 
on  the  northeastern  coast. 

The  action  of  the  committee  also  in 
approving  the  East  Rockaway  Inlet  and 
Jamaica  Bay  shore  erosion  and  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  will  not  only  assist  this 
community,  which  has  already  poured 
11  million  cubic  yards  of  fill  on  this 
shoreline,  but  will  insure  thousands  of 
small  craft  owners  a  hurricane  seawall 
across  the  entrance  to  Jamaica  Bay  to 
insure  that  their  boats  will  have  a  pro¬ 
tected  haven  from  hurricanes  and  other 
heavy  storms. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  notice  that  in  the  re¬ 
port  it  is  stated  that  a  long  period  of 
time  has  been  required  from  a  survey  in¬ 
vestigation  to  the  final  submission  of  a 
report  to  Congress.  The  committee  re¬ 
port  stated  that  the  average  time  for 
this  action  has  been  estimated  at  some¬ 
thing  in  excess  of  10  years.  I  am  happy 
to  note  that  the  two  projects  on  Staten 
Island  and  East  Rockaway  have  been 
studied  and  authorized  within  a  2y2- 
year  period.  This  could  not  have  been 
done  had  not  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  members  of  this  committee  been  so 
cooperative  in  expending  their  time  and 
energy  throughout  the  hearings  to  as¬ 
sist  in  the  authorizations  of  these  vital 
projects.  ' 

Mr.  ST  GERMAIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  bill  now  under  con¬ 
sideration — the  rivers  and  harbors  flood 
control  bill.  First,  I  want  to  commend 
the  members  of  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  on  its  comprehensive  and 
detailed  report  on  this  measure.  I  know 
the  members  labored  long — at  least  5 
weeks  of  House  hearings  were  held  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  Senate  hearings  and  many  of 
the  144  projects  provided  for  in  this 
measure  had  separate  days  of  hearings. 

It  is  of  extreme  interest  to  me  that 
the  farsighted  members  of  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee  saw  fit  to  in¬ 
clude  in  this  legislation  provisions  to 
meet  the  future  water  supply  needs  of 
our  northeastern  seaboard. 

We  cannot  be  indifferent  to  the  warn¬ 
ing  signals  we  have  received  via  drought 
and  from  which  our  northeastern  sea¬ 
board  has  not  recovered.  Those  of  us 


who  represent  communities  suffering 
from  shortage  of  water  this  year  are  un¬ 
derstandably  apprehensive  about  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  dwindling  water  supply  and  the 
plans  set  forth  in  title  I  of  this  act  pro¬ 
vide  for  a  good  first  step  in  the  right 
direction. 

In  addition,  I  want  to  make  note  of  the 
fact  that  it  is  gratifying  to  me  that  two 
projects  for  my  congressional  district 
have  been  favorably  recommended  for 
consideration. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  economy  and  easy 
navigation  of  Providence  River,  local  au¬ 
thorities  of  the  capital  city  of  my  State 
have  long  been  urging  the  deepening  of 
the  channel  to  the  port  of  Providence  it¬ 
self.  We  have  been  experiencing  a  serious 
navigation  problem  in  this  area,  as  many 
large  vessels  serving  the  industries  on  the 
river  and  the  harbor  have  been  subjected 
to  tidal  delays  and  serious  restrictions  on 
loading.  Additionally,  large  tankers  now 
cannot  enter  the  channel  and  this  in  it¬ 
self  seriously  affects  the  economy  of  what 
was  once  a  thriving  port.  The  deepen¬ 
ing  of  the  river  and  enlarging  of  the 
harbor  will  add  a  stimulus  to  our  State’s 
economy  at  a  time  when  existing  indus¬ 
try  needs  it  and  when  the  port  of  Pro¬ 
vidence  needs  new  industry.  This 
project  is  of  deep  concern  to  me  for  its 
subsequent  benefits  to  my  State  and  I 
urge  its  retention  in  this  measure  which 
I  hope  will  be  passed  with  an  overwhelm¬ 
ing  vote. 

The  second  project  in  the  measure, 
which  is  also  of  deep  concern  to  me,  is  the 
restoration  of  Cliff  Walk  at  Newport,  R.I., 
where  beach  erosion  has  caused  this  his¬ 
toric  walk  to  be  impassable.  Its  restora¬ 
tion,  well  in  line  with  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  beautification  recomendations,  will 
allow  our  present  and  future  genera¬ 
tions — as  our  past  generations  have 
done — to  view  the  Narragansett  Bay  area, 
the  scenic  beauty  of  which  far  exceeds 
one’s  expectations. 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  bill.  I  am  es¬ 
pecially  interested  in  the  proposal  con¬ 
tained  in  title  I  to  direct  an  overall  sur¬ 
vey  of  the  water  needs  of  the  north¬ 
eastern  part  of  the  country,  which  is 
now  suffering  from  its  fourth  consecu¬ 
tive  year  of  bruising  drought.  This  title 
would  direct  the  Army  Engineers  to  sur¬ 
vey  the  possibilities  of  establishing  some 
sort  of  water  “grid"  within  this  north¬ 
east  area,  so  that  available  water  supplies 
could  be  more  easily  diverted  from  one 
area  into  other  areas  where  the  need 
happened  at  the  moment  to  be  greater. 
This  is  what  is  done  at  the  moment  in 
the  case  of  electric  power.  Whether  the 
same  concept  can  be  entirely  success¬ 
fully  applied  to  water  I  do  not  know,  but 
I  do  think  it  makes  sense  for  us  to  take 
a  look  at  it  and  see  whether  it  does. 

I  am  interested  in  this  overall  idea  in 
particular  because  it  applies  to  a  situa¬ 
tion  which  has  existed  for  some  years  in 
my  own  district,  and  which  may  exist  in 
other  areas  of  the  country  as  well.  Some 
30  years  ago  as  the  result  of  a  damag¬ 
ing  1935  flash  flood  in  New  York  State 
the  Army  Engineers  proposed  the  con¬ 
struction  of  some  seven  flood-control 
dams  to  be  built  on  tributaries  of  the 
north  branch  of  the  Susquehanna  River 
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for  the  purpose  of  impounding  and  hold¬ 
ing  back  any  future  flood  waters  of  this 
kind.  Congress  authorized  their  con¬ 
struction,  and  two  of  these  dams  were 
soon  constructed.  But  funds  for  the 
remaining  five  were  never  appropriated, 
largely  because  of  protests  from  upstream 
residents  whose  valuable  farmland, 
homes,  and  even  villages  would  be  de¬ 
stroyed  by  the  dams  in  question.  No 
repetition  of  the  1935  flood  has  ever 
occurred  in  the  intervening  years,  partly 
because  of  the  protection  afforded  not 
only  by  the  two  dams  which  have  been 
built  but  also  because  of  flood  walls  and 
other  works  constructed  in  the  down¬ 
stream  area.  Yet  the  fight  between  the 
downstream  people  and  the  upstream 
people — who  are  my  constituents — has 
gone  on  with  considerable  intensity.  In 
fact  only  this  year  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Dow]  and  I  both  had  to 
fight  hard  to  head  off  a  renewed  effort 
to  get  the  appropriation  of  construction 
funds  begun  for  two  of  these  five  un¬ 
constructed  dams.  We  sold  our  case  to 
the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the 
House,  though  we  only  partly  sold  it  to 
the  other  body.  But  both  of  us  are  hope¬ 
ful  that  the  conference  committee  will 
accept  the  point  of  view  of  the  House 
committee  on  this  issue  and  defer  any 
construction  of  these  costly  unbudgeted 
dams  for  yet  another  year. 

Some  5  years  ago,  however,  in  an  effort 
to  try  to  be  constructive  on  this  issue, 
I  proposed  in  an  address  to  the  Bing¬ 
hamton,  N.Y.,  Rotary  Club  in  September 
1960,  that  there  might  be  a  way  to  deal 
with  any  possible  flood  waters  along  the 
Susquehanna  that  might  menace  the  city 
of  Binghamton  without  requiring  the  ex¬ 
propriation  of  valuable  upstream  farm¬ 
land,  and  the  destruction  of  homes  and 
villages  which  the  Army  Engineers’  pro¬ 
posal  would  entail.  I  pointed  out  that 
the  Delaware  River  Basin,  just  to  the 
east  of  the  Susquehanna  Basin,  already 
included  two  very  large  reservoir  dams, 
for  the  purpose  of  supplying  water  for 
the  city  of  New  York,  one  of  these  at 
Cannonsville,  and  one  at  Downsville.  In 
fact  in  the  areas  of  the  Cannonsville  Dam 
the  Susquehanna  and  the  Delaware  Riv¬ 
ers  are  only  about  20  miles  apart.  My 
suggestion  was  that  instead  of  building 
costly  upstream  dams,  that  would  have 
at  the  best  very  limited  usefulness,  we 
should  construct  a  tunnel  between  the 
two  river  basins,  and  divert  any  excess 
waters  from  the  Susquehanna  in  time  of 
high  water  or  potential  flood  into  the 
Delaware  River  and  its  reservoirs. 

The  idea  was  regarded  as  rather  fan¬ 
tastic  at  the  time.  But  this  is  precisely 
what  is  now  being  proposed  here  in  title 
I.  And  the  proposal  is  even  more  rele¬ 
vant  than  ever,  because  of  course  the 
city  of  New  York  is  short  of  water,  and 
the  city  of  Philadelphia  also  wants  more 
more  water  in  the  Delaware  too  to  keep 
the  salt  water  line  below  her  boundaries. 

I  do  not  know  just  how  feasible  my 
idea  is.  But  at  least  now  it  can  be  fully 
explored,  and  I  am  very  hopeful  that 
when  the  survey  is  completed  we  can  in¬ 
deed  come  up  with  something  that  will 
meet  the  needs  of  the  people  of  the  Bing¬ 
hamton  area  without  causing  the  de¬ 
struction  that  the  30-year-old  dam  pro¬ 


gram  of  the  Army  Engineers  would  cer¬ 
tainly  do. 

In  this  connection,  however,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  do  support  very  strongly  the  sug¬ 
gestion  that  the  conduct  of  this  survey 
should  not  be  turned  over  to  the  Army 
Engineers.  It  should  be  given  instead 
to  the  Water  Resources  Council,  under 
the  control  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  In  my  own  case,  for  example, 
it  would  be  most  unlikely  that  the  Army 
Engineers,  investigating  my  proposal  for 
diverting  water  from  the  Susquehanna 
to  the  Delaware,  would  be  likely  to  end 
up  rejecting  their  own  original  big  dam 
project.  I  have  foupd  over  the  years  that 
when  it  comes  to  water  matters  the  Army 
Engineers  have  no  flexibility  or  imagina¬ 
tion.  They  have  only  one  approach: 
dams,  dams,  and  more  big  dams.  We 
certainly  do  need  fresh  thinking  if  the 
full  value  of  the  very  unusual  studies 
proposed  in  title  I  is  to  be  achieved. 
Hence  I  strongly  support  the  change. 

One  final  word,  Mr.  Chairman.  Some 
fear  has  been  expressed  within  the  Fin¬ 
ger  Lakes  area  which  I  also  have  the 
honor  to  represent,  that  the  construction 
of  such  a  water  grid  system  might  mean 
that  the  waters  of  the  Finger  Lakes  might 
be  tapped  to  meet  the  needs  of  New 
York  City.  I  am  quite  confident  that 
this  would  never  be  the  case.  In  any 
case  this  is  only  a  study.  We  have  press¬ 
ing  water  needs  enough  within  our  own 
territory.  Besides  that,  we  certainly 
would  not  want  to  destroy  one  of  the 
great  recreational  assets  of  our  State  and 
indeed  of  the  entire  country  for  the 
benefit  of  just  one  city.  But  in  any  event, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  serve  notice 
now  that  I  would  strongly  and  vigorously 
resist  any  such  proposal  to  tap  the  water 
resources  of  the  Finger  Lakes  for  the 
benefit  of  any  area  except  the  Finger 
Lakes  area  itself.  It  would  be  com¬ 
pletely  unwarranted. 

Mr.  SHRIVER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
has  been  a  disastrous  year  for  thousands 
of  Kansans  who  have  experienced  great 
personal  and  property  losses  because  of 
floods.  The  economic  impact  upon  my 
State  has  been  heavy.  Early  in  the 
spring,  floods  in  the  Walnut  River  Basin 
caused  approximately  $5  to  $6  million  in 
damages.  In  June,  rampaging  flood- 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  caused  over 
$20  million  damages  in  Kansas  and  Colo¬ 
rado.  Untold  damages  also  have  re¬ 
sulted  from  flash  floods  on  creeks  and 
other  smaller  tributaries  in  Kansas. 

But  Kansas  citizens  also  know  the 
serious  consequences  of  the  prolonged 
cycles  of  dx-ought  which  historically  have 
plagued  mankind. 

These  experiences  have  brought  us  to 
recognize  the  importance  of  planning 
and  developing  effective  flood  control 
measures  and  at  the  same  time  imple¬ 
menting  programs  to  conserve,  develop, 
and  fully  utilize  our  precious  water  re¬ 
sources. 

Over  $73  million  in  new  authorizations 
are  included  in  this  bill,  S.  2300,  for  flood 
control  projects  in  the  State  of  Kansas. 
In  addition,  this  legislation  also  author¬ 
izes  several  important  studies  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers. 

Section  207,  title  II,  of  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  broadening  an  on-going  study 


of  the  Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  at 
and  above  Tulsa,  Okla.,  to  include  navi¬ 
gation  as  a  purpose  and  to  include  the 
reach  between  Hutchinson  and  Great 
Bend,  Kaaas.,  which  are  not  covered  by 
the  outstanding  authorities  under  which 
such  studies  are  being  made. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  additional 
studies  that  would  be  made,  assuming 
that  a  complete  survey  scope  investiga¬ 
tion  might  be  necessary,  is  $387,000  and 
about  6  years  will  be  required  to  submit 
a  repoi-t  to  Congress.  Appropi'iations 
would  be  divided  over  the  6-year  study 
period. 

Thei’e  is  strong  support  at  local,  State, 
and  regional  levels  for  a  comprehensive 
multipm-pose  study,  including  naviga¬ 
tion,  of  the  Arkansas  River  and  tiibu- 
taries  from  the  headwaters  of  the  Ar¬ 
kansas  River  to  the  vicinity  of  Tulsa, 
Okla.  Such  a  study  also  would  encom¬ 
pass  the  needs  for  flood  control,  water 
supply,  water  quality  control,  recreation, 
and  other  beneficial  uses  of  the  water  re¬ 
sources. 

I  have  received  strong  statements  of 
support  from  the  Governor  of  Kansas, 
the  Mid-Arkansas  River  Basin  Water 
Study  Committee  and  its  chainnan,  Don 
Pray,  of  Wichita,  the  city  of  Wichita, 
city  of  Hutchinson,  Kans.,  the  Arkansas 
Basin  Development  Association  in  Kan¬ 
sas,  the  Kaw  Dam  and  Reservoir  Devel¬ 
opment  Association,  Inc.,  and  many  pri¬ 
vate  citizens. 

The  interest  in  determining  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of  extension  of  navigation  stems 
from  several  significant  factors.  Navi¬ 
gation  is  now  a  reality  to  Kansas  City 
and  Omaha  on  the  Missouri  River.  By 
1970  navigation  will  be  an  accomplished 
fact  to  Catoosa,  a  suburb  of  Tulsa,  Okla. 
Extension  of  navigation  to  Wichita  and 
beyond  would  be  a  logical  next  step  if 
this  investigation  determines  it  to  be 
feasible  and  within  economic  reason. 

Admittedly  it  is  difficult  to  envision  in 
1965  barges  or  other  large  vessels  mov¬ 
ing  down  a  navigable  channel  of  the 
Ai-kansas  River  from  Wichita  to  Tulsa. 
However,  we  would  be  remiss  in  our  re¬ 
sponsibilities  to  future  generations  if  we 
failed  to  explore  every  possibility  of  de¬ 
veloping,  to  the  fullest  extent  possible, 
every  resource  for  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  this  area  and  the  Nation. 

Mr.  MOELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
legislation  that  we  consider  here  today — 
S.  2300,  the  omnibus  rivers,  harbors, 
and  flood  protection  bill — is  absolutely 
essential  to  the  growth,  safety,  and  con¬ 
tinued  expansion  of  our  common  coun¬ 
try. 

The  bill  provides  America’s  cities, 
towns,  and  rural  areas  critically  needed 
protection  against  the  threat  and  reality 
of  floods — floods  that  in  recent  times 
have  racked  almost  evei*y  section  of  the 
Nation,  causing  billions  of  dollars  in  de¬ 
struction,  leaving  thousands  of  families 
homeless,  and  inflicting  incalculable  hu¬ 
man  misery  and  suffering. 

This  legislation  will  improve  and  in¬ 
crease  the  Nation’s  water  supply  at  a 
time  when  the  severe,  growing  shortage 
of  pure  water  is  a  cause  for  national 
alarm. 

The  bill  will  further  strengthen  the 
great  network  of  rivers  and  harbors  that 
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means  so  very  much  to  our  national 
economy  and  to  our  international  trade 
program. 

Finally,  this  legislation  will  combat  the 
ever-present  menace  of  erosion;  it  will 
increase  the  use  of  hydroelectric  power 
and  it  will  create  new  recreational  areas 
in  a  nation  that  is  fast  outgrowing  exist¬ 
ing  facilities  for  outdoor  recreation,  such 
as  fishing,  boating,  swimming,  and  camp¬ 
ing. 

Let  me  briefly  discuss  the  benefits  of 
just  one  of  the  programs  authorized  in 
this  legislation.  I  refer  to  the  Athens 
local  flood  protection  projects  for  my 
10th  District  of  Ohio. 

This  project  would  prevent  land  and 
property  damages  from  smaller  floods 
that  have  plagued  Athens  and  Ohio  Uni¬ 
versity  for  so  many  years;  it  would  sub¬ 
stantially  reduce  damages  from  larger 
floods,  such  as  those  that  caused  nearly 
$2  million  in  destruction  to  the  Athens 
area  in  1963-64. 

Importantly,  the  flood  protection  proj¬ 
ect  would  open  up  almost  500  acres  of 
undeveloped  land  in  the  Athens  flood 
plain  for  utilization  by  Ohio  University 
and  private  industry.  Specifically,  it 
would  protect  235  acres  on  which  the 
university  has  invested  $30  million  in 
physical  improvements,  and  it  would  per¬ 
mit  immediately  additional  construction 
of  $41  million  by  Ohio  University  on  land 
that  is  now  undeveloped. 

The  Athens  project  also  would  result 
in  average  annual  benefits  of  $460,000  in 
increased  property  values  and  local  tax 
revenues;  improved  water  quality,  recre¬ 
ation,  tourism,  and,  of  course,  in  flood 
protection. 

I  would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  commend 
the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control 
for  the  tremendous  work  it  has  done  in 
putting  this  legislation  together.  I  par¬ 
ticularly  commend  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Flood  Control  Subcom¬ 
mittee  [Mr.  Jones!  for  his  valuable  as¬ 
sistance  in  my  efforts  to  secure  authori¬ 
zation  of  the  Athens  local  flood  protec¬ 
tion  plan.  The  people  of  my  area  had 
been  striving  for  24  long  and  frustrating 
years  to  obtain  this  project.  I  am  de¬ 
lighted  that  I  was  able  to  bring  it  to  the 
point  where  success  depends  now  only 
on  the  affirmative  vote  of  this  Congress. 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  House  Public  Works  Committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon!, 
and  the  ranking  minority  member,  my 
colleague  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer!, 
and  all  their  able  colleagues  on  the  fine 
work  they  have  done  in  presenting  this 
bill  to  the  House.  Long  hearings  and 
careful  study  of  the  projects  in  the 
public  works  omnibus  authorization  bill 
have  produced  this  important  bill,  which 
is  vital  to  the  national  interest. 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  two  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  bill,  which  are  in  my  home 
district,  Duval  County,  Fla. 

One  is  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  approved  project 
to  deepen  the  Jacksonville  Harbor  from 
34  to  38  feet.  In  recent  years  millions 
of  dollars  have  been  spent  by  local  inter¬ 
ests  on  improving  the  port  which  serves 


as  an  important  port  of  entry  from  the 
Atlantic  Ocean  and  joins  with  the  St. 
Johns  River  to  serve  a  wide  area  for  com¬ 
merce  in  the  South.  The  Jacksonville 
Port  Authority,  led  by  a  distinguished 
group  of  local  citizens,  has  been  estab¬ 
lished  and  the  proposed  deepening  of  the 
Jacksonville  Harbor  is  needed  in  line 
with  the  authority’s  goals  to  improve 
shipping  and  commerce  and  to  handle 
the  great  amount  of  traffic  which  has 
been  generated. 

The  Jacksonville  Harbor  is  destined 
to  play  an  even  more  important  role  in 
the  waterway  traffic  of  the  Nation.  The 
Cross-Florida  Barge  Canal,  which  will 
link  the  oil-producing  States  of  the  West 
to  the  oil-consuming  States  of  the  East 
for  the  benefit  of  millions  of  Americans 
and  the  national  security,  is  now  being 
constructed  at  an  adequate  pace.  The 
completion  of  the  canal  will  mean  even 
more  traffic  by  water  between  the  At¬ 
lantic  Ocean  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

The  discovery  of  new  phosphate  de¬ 
posits  in  northeast  Florida  increases  the 
need  for  the  harbor  improvements,  and 
one  large  international  company  has  al¬ 
ready  spent  very  substantial  sums  to 
provide  for  a  shipping  area,  including  a 
huge  dock,  to  handle  the  increased 
phosphate  shipments. 

The  proposed  project  would  deepen  the 
harbor  to  the  Jacksonville  municipal 
docks  and  terminals.  I  am  pushing  for 
further  deepening  nearer  the  center  of 
Jacksonville,  which  has  the  support  of 
local  interests,  and  I  am  hopeful  in  the 
near  future  that  this  will  gain  approval 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  other  Duval  County  project  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  bill  is  a  10-year  program, 
approved  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
Bureau  of  the  Budget,  for  beach  erosion 
control  along  the  shoreline  of  the  county. 
The  local  sponsor,  the  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  of  Duval  County,  has 
agreed  to  meet  the  non-Federal  cost  of 
the  project,  which  will  involve  some  $3.5 
million  over  the  10  years. 

This  is  a  very  important  project  for 
the  shoreline  of  the  county.  During  the 
last  3  years,  storms  and  Hurricane  Dora 
have  battered  the  beach  area,  which  in¬ 
cludes  a  growing  population  of  now  over 
20,000  persons.  A  program  for  beach 
nourishment  is  badly  needed,  and  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  have  developed  a 
plan  of  improvement  which  will  help 
solve  the  beach  erosion  problem  and  pro¬ 
tect  valuable  public  and  private  buildings 
and  developments  along  the  shoreline. 
Included  in  the  master  plan  is  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control  at  the  Mayport  Naval  Sta¬ 
tion,  a  key  base  from  which  carriers  and 
destroyers  are  directed  for  worldwide 
duty. 

Mr.  Chairman,  both  the  Jacksonville 
Harbor  project  and  the  beach  erosion 
plan  for  Duval  County  are  essential  to 
the  national  interest.  I  am  happy  to 
support  this  bill. 

Mr.  RONCALIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
bill  before  the  House  authorizes  nearly 
$2  billion  in  public  works,  including  flood 
control  projects,  water  supply,  water 
treatment,  and  similar  purposes.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  nearly  42  States 
reap  in  some  degree  the  largess  of  this 
legislation.  Yet  Wyoming,  for  reasons 


long  a  puzzle  to  its  citizens,  is  dealt  a 
summary  and  resounding  zero  in  the 
authorizations  under  this  bill. 

Recently  the  town  of  Mountain  View 
in  Uinta  County  suffered  flood  damage 
which  will  require  expenditures  well  in 
excess  of  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars. 
The  Smith  Fork  River  will  need  riprap - 
ping  for  nearly  a  mile  on  both  of  its 
banks  in  order  to  stabilize  the  course 
and  to  make  sure  that  there  will  not  be 
repetition  of  this  year’s  damage.  Con¬ 
servative  estimates  in  excess  of  one-half 
million  dollars  tabbed  the  damage  which 
was  done  to  the  parks  and  shorelines  of 
the  much-used  Flaming  Gorge  Reservoir 
which  is  mainly  in  Wyoming  and  in  a 
portion  of  Utah. 

A  disaster  area  designation  this  sum¬ 
mer  would  have  done  much  to  assist 
these  Wyoming  communities  and  inter¬ 
ests  that  were  so  severely  damaged.  But 
in  the  direct  proportion  to  the  damage 
of  Colorado  and  of  areas  in  other  parts 
of  America,  Wyoming’s  damage  was,  of 
course,  minimal,  but  a  ruined  farm  is  just 
as  ruined  if  you  are  a  Wyoming  farmer 
as  your  interest  should  you  be  one  of 
many  others  similarly  damaged  in  the 
larger  States. 

Still  in  all,  when  Wyoming’s  Governor 
made  application  to  Director  Ellington  of 
the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  for  a 
disaster  designation  for  Wyoming,  we  in 
Wyoming  were  categorically  refused  as¬ 
sistance,  and  even  refused  a  visit  of  OEP 
officials  in  order  that  our  evidence  for 
such  a  designation  might  be  examined 
first-hand.  Indeed  as  Wyoming’s  only 
Congressman,  I  know  that  I  was  not 
notified,  not  appraised,  nor  in  anyway 
contacted  by  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Planning  regarding  this  designation.  I 
am  further  informed  that  neither  of 
Wyoming’s  representatives  in  the  other 
body  of  Congress  were  informed  or  con¬ 
tacted  upon  this  categorical  refusal  for 
flood  aid  to  the  people  or  the  political 
subdivisions  of  Wyoming. 

In  addition,  Wyoming  now  has  a  proj¬ 
ect  called  the  Fontennelle  Dam  which 
has  sprung  a  serious  leak  in  it  and  has 
“endangered  life  and  property  along  the 
entire  Green  River  Valley. 

I  am  aware  that  this  bill  will  pass  with 
an  overwhelming  majority  since  some  42 
States  have  an  economic  interest  in  its 
passage;  I  am  also  aware  that  a  voice 
vote  against  it  is  somewhat  a  voice  in 
the  wilderness  with  no  intention  of  being 
provincial  but  with  the  hope  that  I  can 
attract  attention  to  an  inequity,  I  ought 
to  vote  against  its  passage  today  as  a 
measure  of  protest  against  neglect  and 
abuse  which  I  feel  has  been  dealt  to  my 
State  in  this  legislation.  It  would  seem 
to  me  that  equity  itself  ought  to  dictate 
the  consideration  of  every  State  in  the 
Union  when  $2  billion  is  packaged  in  one 
omnibus  bill  for  projects  benefiting  the 
citizens  of  this  Nation. 

I  shall,  however  reluctantly,  support 
this  bill  in  the  hope  that  Wyoming’s  days 
of  such  neglect  in  this  regard  and  its 
days  of  being  treated  as  something  short 
of  a  colony  or  territory  may  soon  be  com¬ 
ing  to  an  end. 

I  hope  other  Members  of  this  Congress 
from  those  States  benefiting  from  this 
bill  may  take  notice  and  remember  this 
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action  when  big  and  beautiful  Wyoming 
presents  its  projects  In  the  years  to  come. 

Mr.  BANDSTRA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  S.  2300,  the  1965  omni¬ 
bus  public  works  authorization  bill 

This  bill,  as  reported  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  would  au¬ 
thorize  construction  of  two  projects  of 
importance  to  many  people  in  the  Fourth 
Congressional  District  of  Iowa,  which  I 
represent. 

First,  it  .  would  provide  authorization 
for  a  dam  and  reservoir  to  be  constructed 
on  the  Skunk  River,  about  5  miles  north 
of  the  city  of  Ames.  This  project  is 
needed  for  flood  protection  in  the  Skunk 
River  Valley,  which  includes  four  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  district  which  I  represent. 

The  Skunk  River  has  caused  extensive 
flood  damage  to  crops  and  property  in 
this  area.  In  June  1947,  for  example, 
the  river  flooded  about  78,000  acres, 
causing  a  total  of  $3,878,000  in  damage. 

This  project  was  not  included  in  S. 
2300,  as  passed  by  the  Senate  on  July  27, 
because  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  was  not  able  to  transmit  its  rec¬ 
ommendation  to  the  Congress  until 
August  12. 

However,  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works  has  included  the  Skunk 
River  project  in  the  bill  under  consider¬ 
ation  today,  and  I  am  hopeful  that  this 
project  will  remain  in  the  version  of  S. 
2300  that  is  finally  passed  by  the 
Congress. 

Second,  this  bill  contains  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  construction  of  a  flood  control 
project  at  Marshalltown,  Iowa,  which  is 
needed  to  protect  portions  of  the  city 
against  high  waters  on  the  Iowa  River 
and  Linn  Creek. 

This  project  is  also  vitally  needed, 
since  flooding  at  Marshalltown  has  been 
persistent  and  costly.  Since  June  1947, 
for  example,  six  major  floods  have  hit 
Marshalltown,  either  from  the  Iowa 
River  or  Linn  Creek,  causing  a  total  of 
more  than  $750,000  in  property  damage 
to  the  community.  This  total  excludes 
an  estimated  $55,000  in  damage  caused 
this  spring  by  flood  waters  that  swept 
through  Marshalltown,  forcing  residents 
to  resort  to  emergency  measures  to  keep 
the  high  waters  at  least  partly  under 
control. 

The  Marshalltown  project  is  included 
in  the  Senate  version  of  S.  2300.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  Senate  voted  to  provide  a 
$50,000  appropriation  for  planning  work 
on  the  Marshalltown  project  when  it 
voted  approval  August  23  of  H.R.  9220, 
the  omnibus  public  works  appropriations 
bill. 

The  House  of  Representatives,  of 
course,  was  unable  to  appropriate  any 
funds  for  the  Marshalltown  project 
when  it  passed  H.R.  9220  on  June  22, 
since  the  project  was  not  authorized  at 
that  time. 

However,  the  House  and  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  have  not  yet  met  to  resolve  the 
differences  in  the  two  versions  of  H.R 
9220.  If  the  House  approves  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  it  today,  including  authorization  for 
the  Marshalltown  project,  it  will  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  include  the  $50,000  in  planning 
funds  in  the  final  version  of  the  public 
works  appropriations  bill. 

Prompt  and  favorable  action  by  the 
Congress  is  needed  if  the  Skunk  River 


and  Marshalltown  projects  are  to  pro¬ 
ceed  without  delay,  and  I  therefore  urge 
the  House  to  pass  the  authorization  bill 
under  consideration  today. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  bill,  S.  2300. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  help  but  be 
provoked  when  I  hear  this  bill  referred  to 
as  pork  barrel  legislation.  The  projects 
carried  in  this  and  prior  bills  on  the  same 
subject  have  authorized  great  projects 
which  have  directly  benefited  our  own 
citizens.  The  bill  before  us  today  pro¬ 
vides  for  flood  control,  navigation  proj¬ 
ects,  hurricane  protection,  and  so  forth. 

This  bill  directly  affects  my  own  con¬ 
gressional  district.  It  authorizes  a  proj¬ 
ect  to  provide  hurricane  protection  in 
Jamaica  Bay,  N.Y.,  which  borders  the  en¬ 
tire  southern  portion  of  my  district. 

Jamaica  Bay  is  8  miles  long,  4  miles 
wide,  and  covers  an  area  of  approximate¬ 
ly  26  square  miles.  Communities  in  my 
district  which  border  on  the  bay  are 
Howard  Beach,  Rosedale — reached  by 
Hook  Creek — and  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
International  Airport — a  veritable  city 
unto  itself. 

Howard  Beach,  including  Hamilton 
Beach,  is  experiencing  a  tremendous  and 
rapid  growth.  The  poplulation  figure  of 
13,000  given  in  the  Engineers’  report  is 
based  on  the  1960  census  which  is  no 
longer  realistic — entire  communities  have 
sprung  up  within  the  boundaries  of  How¬ 
ard  Beach  since  1960.  Howard  Beach  is 
constantly  under  the  threat  of  flooding 
in  the  shore  area  from  any  abnormally 
high  tides. 

Rosedale  is  not  physically  on  Jamaica 
Bay  as  is  Howard  Beach,  but  Hook  Creek 
is  the  means  by  which  flooding,  at  times 
up  to  3  feet,  comes  to  this  community. 

The  John  F.  Kennedy  International 
Airport,  entirely  within  my  congressional 
district,  occupies  approximately  4,900 
acres  of  land  bordering  on  Jamaica  Bay 
between  Bergen  Basin  and  head  of  bay. 
The  airport  continues  to  expand  as 
marshland  is  filled  in  for  runway  exten¬ 
sions,  and  so  forth.  Flooding  from 
severe  storms  causes  disruption  to  flight 
activities.  As  this  airport  expands  its 
activities,  there  is  an  increase  in  the  de¬ 
mand  for  gasoline  and  other  supplies, 
much  of  which  reaches  the  airport  by 
water  transportation,  using  the  naviga¬ 
tion  channels  in  Jamaica  Bay. 

If  we  can  secure  hurricane  protection, 
I  can  see  untold  benefits  accruing  to  un¬ 
told  numbers  of  people.  Jamaica  Bay 
has  the  potential  for  becoming  a  great 
recreation  and  commercial  area.  With 
adequate  protection,  we  may  look  for¬ 
ward  to  a  tremendous  increase  in  boating, 
swimming,  fishing,  and  other  water-re¬ 
lated  activities.  These  activities  will,  of 
course,  bring  demands  for  business  fa¬ 
cilities  to  supply  the  needs  of  these  in¬ 
terests,  and  so  it  goes  with  demand  and 
supply.  Business  brings  profits  and 
profits  are  taxed  and  income  flows  to  the 
Treasury.  In  Queens  County  we  seek 
additional  business  investment — I  know 
that  this  project  will  be  another  incentive 
for  such  investment. 

I  have  referred  to  the  project  which  di¬ 
rectly  affects  the  Seventh  Congressional 
District  of  New  York.  I  am  sure  that  the 
other  projects  in  this  bill  are  just  as  vital 
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to  other  areas  as  the  Jamaica  Bay  proj¬ 
ect  is  to  my  district. 

I  urge  the  passage  of  S.  2300. 

Mr.  RYAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
comment  upon  the  importance  of  title  I 
of  S.  2300.  Title  I  authorizes  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  a  regional  plan  for  meeting  the 
future  water  needs  of  the  northeastern 
seaboard.  Title  I  authorizes  and  directs 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  “to  prepare  a  plan 
to  meet  the  long-range  water  needs  of 
the  Northeastern  United  States.”  The/ 
plan,  according  to  title  I,  would  provide 
for  a  system  of  major  reservoirs,  aque¬ 
ducts  between  major  river  basins,  and 
purification  plants. 

Significantly  title  I  recognizes  that  the 
Federal  Government  has  an  obligation 
to  develop  a  national  policy  in  the  vitally 
important  area  of  water  resources.  The 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
points  out  that  State  and  even  inter¬ 
state  arrangements  are  no  longer  ade¬ 
quate  to  meet  the  water  needs  of  the 
great  megalopolis  of  the  northeastern 
seaboard.  The  committee  concludes: 

Now  we  face  a  situation  that  requires  col¬ 
lective  action  at  a  still  higher  level— the  level 
of  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  while  I  note  the  fore¬ 
sight  contained  in  title  I,  I  do  not  think 
that  the  proposed  survey  for  the  North¬ 
east  will  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  great 
water  supply  problems  of  that  area.  At 
present  there  is  a  multiplicity  of  juris¬ 
dictions  and  policies  concerning  water 
resources.  Although  the  need  for  Fed¬ 
eral  coordination  is  recognized,  there  is 
no  overall  national  water  policy.  Of 
course,  the  plan  envisioned  in  title  I  will 
be  helpful  and  could  make  a  major  con¬ 
tribution  to  an  overall  policy,  but  it  is 
not  a  substitute  for  an  overall  policy. 

The  water  shortage  crisis  in  the  North¬ 
east  makes  clear  the  need  to  establish  a 
national  policy  and  a  uniform  Federal 
standard  governing  the  use  of  all  water 
resources  constitutionally  subject  to  Fed¬ 
eral  supervision. 

I  have  introduced  the  Federal  Water 
Commission  Act  of  1965,  H.R.  10244,  to 
accomplish  this  through  a  Federal  Water 
Commission.  This  bill  vests  authority  to 
enforce  Federal  standards  in  an  inde¬ 
pendent  regulatory  agency  comparable 
to  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

A  key  provision  in  the  measure  permits 
the  Commission  to  suspend  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  water  use  and  water 
pollution  law  if  it  finds  that  regional, 
State,  or  local  regulations  meet  Federal 
standards.  Any  such  action  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  would  be  reviewed  after  the 
elapse  of  5  years  in  order  to  assure  con¬ 
tinuous  coordination  in  the  development 
and  use  of  Federal  water  resources. 

Other  provisions  of  my  proposed  Fed¬ 
eral  Water  Commission  Act  would — 

Establish  a  Federal  Water  Commission 
of  5  members  appointed  by  the  President 
to  develop  and  administer  and  enforce 
an  integrated  national  policy  of  water 
use  and  water  pollution  control; 

Provide  Federal  licensing  procedures 
governing  the  withdrawal  and  pollution 
of  all  interstate,  navigable,  and  coastal 
waters  where  existing  laws  fall  below 
Federal  standards ; 
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Set  a  Federal  standard  of  beneficial 
use  applicable  to  all  public  and  private 
activities  which  draw  on  water  under 
Federal  jurisdiction  or  result  in  their 
pollution ; 

Specifically  protect  all  existing  water 
rights  as  long  as  they  are  not  injurious, 
and  exempt  all  withdrawals  of  water  by 
individual  householders  for  normal  do¬ 
mestic  use ; 

Provide  the  Commission  with  special 
powers  to  cope  with  acute  water  short¬ 
ages  and  emergencies;  and 

Delete  a  provision  in  the  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Planning  Act  of  1965  which 
would  prohibit  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission  from  cooperating  effectively 
with  the  proposed  Hudson  River  Basin 
Commission  to  increase  New  York  City’s 
water  supplies. 

Although  title  I  of  S.  2300  provides  for 
a  constructive  plan,  Congress  has  failed 
to  face  the  hard  fact  that  we  must  have 
an  integrated  national  policy  of  water 
conservation,  water  development,  and 
water  pollution  control.  We  are  devel¬ 
oping  a  national  electric  power  grid. 
Water  is  obviously  a  scarcer  resource  and 
far  more  vulnerable  to  the  caprices  of 
nature.  The  establishment  of  a  Federal 
Water  Commission  will  result  in  the  al¬ 
location  of  water  resources  to  secure  an 
ample,  constant  water  supply  for  all 
citizens  of  the  United  States. 

Title  I  of  S.  2300  is  a  step  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  establishing  a  national  water  pol¬ 
icy,  but  I  urge  that  there  be  hearings  as 
soon  as  possible  on  H.R.  10244. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  having  ex¬ 
pired,  under  the  rule  the  bill  and  the 
committee  substitute  now  in  the  bill  will 
be  read  by  titles  instead  of  by  sections. 
The  Clerk  will  now  read  by  titles  the  sub¬ 
stitute  committee  amendment  printed  in 
the  reported  bill  as  an  original  bill  for 
the  purpose  of  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

TITLE  I - NORTHEASTERN  UNITED  STATES  WATER 

SUPPLY 

Sec.  101.  (a)  Congress  hereby  recognizes 
that  assuring  adequate  supplies  of  water  for 
the  great  metropolitan  centers  of  the  United 
States  has  become  a  problem  of  such  magni¬ 
tude  that  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  this 
country  require  the  Federal  Government  to 
assist  in  the  solution  of  water  supply  prob¬ 
lems.  Therefore,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  prepare  a  plan  to 
meet  the  long-range  water  needs  of  the 
Northeastern  United  States.  This  plan  shall 
provide  for  the  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  by  the  United  States  of  (1)  a 
system  of  major  reservoirs  to  be  located  with¬ 
in  those  river  basins  of  the  Northeastern 
United  States  which  drain  into  the  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay,  those  that  drain  into  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  north  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those 
that  drain  into  Lake  Ontario  and  those  that 
drain  into  the  Saint  Lawrence  River,  (2) 
major  conveyance  facilities  by  which  water 
may  be  exchanged  between  these  river  basins 
to  the  extent  found  desirable  in  the  national 
interest,  and  (3)  major  purification  facili¬ 
ties.  Such  plan  shall  provide  for  appropriate 
financial  participation  by  the  States,  political 
subdivisions  thereof,  and  other  local  in¬ 
terests. 

• 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  con¬ 
struct,  operate,  and  maintain  those  reser¬ 


voirs,  conveyance  facilities,  and  purification 
facilities,  which  are  recommended  in  the 
plan  prepared  in  accordance  with  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  and  which  are  specifically 
authorized  by  law  enacted  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Each  reservoir  included  in  the  plan 
authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  component  of  a  comprehensive 
plan  for  the  optimum  development  of  the 
river  basin  in  which  it  is  situated,  as  well 
as  a  component  of  the  plan  established  in 
accordance  with  this  section. 

Mr.  CRAMER  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  title) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  title  I  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  read  and  open  for  amendment  at 
any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENTS  OFFERED  BY  MR.  JONES  OF 
ALABAMA 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  two  amendments,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  they  be  consid¬ 
ered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

On  page  37,  strike  out  the  sentence  which 
begins  on  line  8  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  “Therefore,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  in  preparing  plans 
in  accordance  with  the  Water  Resources 
Planning  Act  (Public  Law  89-80)  to  meet  the 
long-range  water  needs  of  the  northeastern 
United  States.” 

On  page  37,  line  11,  delete  “shall”  and  sub¬ 
stitute  in  lieu  thereof  “may”. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  this  is  the  amendment  I  discussed 
earlier  in  the  debate  on  the  pending 
proposal.  What  this  seeks  to  do  is  to 
allay  the  apprehensions  of  some  people 
that  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act 
would  be  violated  by  title  I.  This  is  in¬ 
tended  to  make  clear  that  the  Water  Re¬ 
sources  Planning  Act  will  be  honored  in 
making  presentations  and  representa¬ 
tions  in  any  plans  that  may  be  submitted 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Congress. 

The  second  amendment  is  on  page  37 
and  provides  for  deletion  of  the  word 
“shall”  and  places  in  lieu  thereof  the 
word  "may”. 

This  is  to  give  ample  assurances  that 
the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  is 
further  recognized  as  being  the  strong 
arm  of  water  resources  development. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  amendments  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  proposed.  Without  repeating 
what  was  discussed  in  the  general  de¬ 
bate,  and  the  questions  I  asked  the  gen¬ 
tleman  relating  to  these  amendments 
which  I  understood  would  be  offered,  I 
trust  the  gentleman  agrees  now,  as  I  said 
then,  that  these  amendments,  of  course, 
relate  to  the  Water  Resources  Planning 
Act  and  will  guarantee — plus  section  203 
in  the  bill — that  the  States,  the  local 


agencies — and  I  am  now  referring  to  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act — the 
States,  localities,  private  enterprise,  in 
cooperation  with  all  affected  Federal 
agencies,  States,  local  governments,  in¬ 
dividuals,  corporations,  business  enter¬ 
prises  and  others  concerned,  with  the 
conservation,  development,  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  water,  will  be  consulted  regarding 
any  such  plan. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman.  That  is  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  amendments,  to  make  assur¬ 
ance  doubly  sure. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  And  likewise,  chang¬ 
ing  “shall”  to  “may”  means  that  the 
corps  will  have  greater  flexibility  in  de¬ 
termining  what  will  be  the  Federal  re¬ 
sponsibility  in  these  different  areas 
suggested  in  the  authorizing  language, 
including  the  area  of  water  purification 
and  transmission  lines. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  That  is  the 
aim  I  seek  in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  support  the 
amendment.  I  think  it  will  benefit  this 
northeastern  water  study  and  plan  pro¬ 
posal. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would,  like  to  compliment  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  on  the  excellent  job 
he  has  done  in  providing  us  with  this 
Northeast  water  planning  provision,  par¬ 
ticularly  with  respect  to  the  amendments 
to  bring  into  play  the  Water  Resources 
Council.  This  is  something  that  will  be 
invaluable  to  communities  such  as  my 
own,  that  are  suffering  under  the  severest 
kind  of  drought  situation. 

I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  for 
the  sake  of  the  legislative  record,  if  I 
may.  That  is,  who  is  actually  to  do  the 
planning  work  under  this  provision  as 
amended?  It  is  not  100  percent  clear 
whether  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers  will 
do  this  work  or  whether  it  is  to  be  done 
in  cooperation  with  all  the  agencies  in¬ 
volved. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  would  have 
to  be  with  all  the  agencies  involved.  I 
would  like  to  inform  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  that  in  the  submission  of  a 
project  there  may  be  involved  some  35 
agencies  and  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government.  It  was  never  the  intention 
of  the  committee  in  writing  title  I  to 
exclude  the  Council  from  participating  in 
the  promulgation  of  the  plan.  That  was 
the  suspicion  that  was  raised,  without, 
I  am  afraid,  close  examination  of  the 
existing  law.  But  I  repeat  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  what  I  said  earlier  in  the  debate; 
section  203  of  the  bill  provides  that  the 
procedures  adopted  in  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944  would  be  continued.  There¬ 
fore  it  will  assure  to  the  Congress  that 
the  plans  and  programs  would  have  to  be 
submitted  with  comments  from  the  vari¬ 
ous  agencies  of  the  States  and  other  in¬ 
volved  principals  in  the  project. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
the  gentleman  will  yield  further,  suppose 
there  were  disagreement  between  the 
Water  Resources  Council  and,  say,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  on  a  particular  point 


23732 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


September  21,  1965 


in  these  plans?  Which  agency  is  the 
coordinating  agency? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  sub¬ 
mission  would  be  made  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  but  it  would  have  to  contain 
the  points  of  disagreement;  and  the 
Congress  itself  will  resolve  the  disagree¬ 
ment.  It  does  not  mean  by  passing  this 
title  that  there  will  not  be  problems 
which  will  always  be  inherent  in  any 
type  of  arrangement  involving  so  many 
agencies.  I  sincerely  hope  that  the 
Council  members  will  use  their  good  of¬ 
fices  to  bring  about  harmony  in  resolv¬ 
ing  disagreements  when  they  arise. 

Mr.  OTTINGER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  OTTINGER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
rcniErks ) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  amendments  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones]  are 
agreed  to. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  Page  38, 
line  12: 

TITLE  II - FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  main¬ 
tain  any  water  resource  development  project, 
including  single-  and  multiple-purpose  proj¬ 
ects  involving,  but  not  limited!  to,  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  shore  protection,  if  the 
estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  constructing 
such  project  is  less  than  $10,000,000.  No 
appropriation  shall  be  made  to  construct, 
operate,  or  maintain  any  such  project  if  such 
project  has  not  been  approved  by  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives, 
respectively.  For  the  purpose  of  securing 
consideration  of  such  approval  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  of  such 
proposed  project,  including  all  relevant  data 
and  all  costs. 

(b)  Any  water  resource  development  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation  as  it  would  be 
if  the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  such 
project  were  $10,000,000  or  more. 

Sec.  202.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress) ,  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized 
In  this  title  except  that  for  any  channel 
improvement  or  channel  rectification  project, 
provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of 
said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
and  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law, 
the  authorization  for  any  flood  control  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  by  this  Act  requiring  local 
cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
late  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in 
writing  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  of 
the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless 
said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation  will 
be  furnished. 

Sec.  203.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second 
session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects 
authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  procedures 
therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  pro¬ 
posals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improvement 
for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irri¬ 
gation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall 
apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 


Sec.  204.  The  following  works  of  Improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  herein¬ 
after  designated  and  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  set  forth  therein.  The  necessary  plans, 
specifications,  and  preliminary  work  may  be 
prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this 
title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title 
shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prose¬ 
cuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with 
budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and 
other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible 
future  use  in  the  development  of  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam 
authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by 
the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and 
the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

Saint  John  River  Basin 
The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  Saint 
John  River,  Maine,  is  hereby  authorized  as 
approved  by  the  President  on  July  12,  1965, 
and  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  included  in  the  report  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  July  1963  report  hf  the  Inter¬ 
national  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project 
and  upper  Saint  John  River  hydroelectric 
power  development,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$227,000,000. 

Housatonic  River  Basin 
The  projects  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Housatonic,  Naugatuck,  and  Still  Rivers  at 
Derby  and  Danbury,  Connecticut,  are  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5,100,000. 

New  England- Atlantic  coastal  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  Westerly,  Rhode  Island,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
85,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,287,000. 

Long  Island  Sound  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Stratford,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,340,000. 

Hudson  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at 
Yonkers,  Saw  Mill  River,  New  York,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  258, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,924,000. 

New  York- Atlantic  coastal  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  East  Rockaway 
Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay, 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  215,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Staten  Island, 
Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  New  York,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 


bered  181,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $6,230,000. 

Elizabeth  River  Basin,  New  Jersey 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  the  Elizabeth  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  249, 
Eighth-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,769,000. 

Rahway  River  Basin,  New  Jersey 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Rahway  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  67, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,514,000. 

Neuse  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Re¬ 
servoir,  Neuse  River,  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  175,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  New  Bern  and  Vicinity,  North  Carolina, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
183,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $10,400,000. 

Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Ocracoke  Island, 
North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,636,000. 

Flint  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir, 
Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$40,378,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee 
Reservoir,  Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially,  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $48,275,000. 

Central  and  southern  Florida  basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  central  and  southern 
Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948, 
and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby 
modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry 
County,  west  of  levees  1,  2,  and  3,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,986,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  South¬ 
west  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,903,000. 

South  Atlantic  coastal  area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  Biscayne  Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,- 
954,000. 
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Phillippi  Creek  Basin,  Florida 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Phillippi 
Creek,  Florida,  Is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  In  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 

Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534) , 
as  amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  proj¬ 
ects  and  plans  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ments  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $181,109,- 
000  and  the  authorization  for  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  project  is  hereby  increased 
accordingly,  except  that  (1)  any  modified 
easements  required  in  the  improvement  of 
the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri,  Flood¬ 
way  shall  be  required  as  provided  by  section 
4  of  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  (2)  the  pump¬ 
ing  plant  in  the  Red  River  backwater  area 
shall  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  (3)  the  recommendations 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  apply 
with  respect  to  improvements  for  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  (4)  the  requirement  of  local 
cooperation  for  the  improvements  in  the  St. 
Francis  Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  shall 
be  the  same  as  is  required  by  paragraph  (q) 
under  the  heading  “Lower  Mississippi  River” 
in  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1946. 

The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River,  Mis¬ 
souri  and  Arkansas  within  Drainage  District 
No.  7,  Poinsett  County,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
modified  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  57, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,372,000. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Grand  Isle  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  184,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $5,500,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Morgan  City  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
167,  Eighty-ninth  Congress  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,049,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  Lake  Pontchartrain,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  231, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
in  that  document  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  the  Seabrook  Lock  feature  of  the  project. 
The  estimated  cost  is  $56,235,000. 

Ouachita  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Ouachita  River  at  Monroe,  Louisiana,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  in  the  House  Document  Numbered 
328,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $520,000. 

Red  River  Basin 

The  proviso  in  the  paragraph  under  the 
center  heading  “Red  River  Basin”  in  the 
Act  of  December  30,  1963  (77  Stat.  840,  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  88-253)  relating  to  the  Waurika  proj¬ 
ect,  Oklahoma,  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows:  "Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
is  authorized  to  acquire  lands  and  interests 


therein  required  for  the  establishment  of  a 
national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir  as 
described  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  33, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $418,000,  whenever  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  approves  the  establishment  of 
such  a  refuge.”. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou 
Bodcau  and  tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Louisi¬ 
ana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  203,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,934,000. 

The  project  for  Sandars,  Big  Pine,  and 
Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  as  authorized  in  the 
Act  of  October  23,  1962  (76  Stat.  187) ,  is  here¬ 
by  modified  in  order  to  provide  for  a  high¬ 
way  crossing  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  to  replace 
the  present  FM  Highway  1499  across  Sanders 
Creek,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $310,000.  Such 
crossing  shall  be  constructed  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  such  plans  as  may  be  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Gulf  of  Mexico 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Bufialo  Bayou  and  tributaries.  White  Oak 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  169,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  High¬ 
land  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,004,000. 

Rio  Grande  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rio 
Grande  at  El  Paso,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  207,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,493,000.  f 

Arkansas  River  Basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improve¬ 
ment  of  Arkansas  River  and  tributaries,  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
July  24,  1946,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modi¬ 
fied  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
provide  replacement  outfall  facilities  for  the 
Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of 
Pine  Bluff,  Arkansas,  including  such  new 
pumping  facilities  as  may  be  necessary,  at 
the  most  economical  Federal  expense,  but 
including  in  the  Federal  expense  the  reason¬ 
able  capitalized  cost  of  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  pumping  facilities  over  the 
cost  of  pumping  now  required  in  the  exist¬ 
ing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Las  Animas,  Colorado,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
165,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,541,000. 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lee 
Creek,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  270, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $10,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Little 
Rock,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  55,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $363,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
182,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,030,000. 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  national 
wildlife  refuge  at  the  John  Redmond  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Kansas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Walnut  River,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$66,036,000. 

The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and ^Res¬ 
ervoir,  Salt  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  242,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,150,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crutcho 
Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  47,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,801,000. 

The  project  for  Trinidad  Dam  on  Purga- 
toire  River,  Colorado,  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  325,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (72 
Stat.  297)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that 
in  lieu  of  the  local  cooperation  recommended 
in  paragraph  2(a)  of  the  report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  July  22,  1954,  published 
in  said  document,  local  interests  shall  main¬ 
tain  the  channel  of  Purgatoire  River  through 
_  the  city  of  Trinidad.  The  conditions  set 
forth  in  paragraphs  2(b)  and  2(c)  of  said  re¬ 
port  shall  be  applicable  to  the  project. 

The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  (for¬ 
merly  known  as  Caddoa  Reservoir) ,  Arkansas 
River,  Colorado,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570),  is  modified 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  use  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  acre- 
feet  of  reservoir  flood  control  storage  space 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  main¬ 
taining  a  permanent  pool  for  fish  and  wildlife 
and  recreational  purposes,  at  such  times  as 
storage  space  may  not  be  available  for  such 
permanent  pool  within  the  conservation  pool 
as  defined  in  article  III  F,  Arkansas  River 
compact  (63  Stat.  145)  except  that — • 

(1)  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  purchase 
and  make  available  any  water  rights  neces¬ 
sary  under  State  law  to  establish  and  there¬ 
after  maintain  the  permanent  pool. 

(2)  The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado 
and  Kansas  to  those  waters  available  to  them 
under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  com¬ 
pact  and  under  the  laws  of  "their  respective 
States  shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired 
by  anything  contained  in  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  give  any  preference  to 
the  permanent  pool  over  other  project  pur¬ 
poses. 
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(4)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined 
shall  be  maintained  except  upon  written 
terms  and  conditions  acceptable  and  agreed 
to  (A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  In¬ 
terest  of  flood  control,  and  (B)  by  the  Colo¬ 
rado  State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas  River 
Compact  Administration,  and  the  Colorado 
Water  Conservation  Board,  in  the  interest 
of  establishing,  maintaining,  and  operating 
the  permanent  pool  for  recreational  and  fish 
and  wildlife  purposes. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  limit  the  authority  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  operate  John  Martin 
Reservoir  for  the  primary  purposes  of  the 
prevention  of  floods  and  the  preservation  of 
life  and  property. 

Missouri  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big 
Creek  at  Hays,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  22,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,702,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Nemaha  River  and  tributaries,  Nebras¬ 
ka,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  160,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Big  Sioux  River  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and 
South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  199, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,400,000  except  that  such  portion  of  the 
project  as  relates  to  the  area  above  the  city 
limits  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  shall  be  compati¬ 
ble  with  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  plan 
and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the  upper 
basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  River,  both  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Da¬ 
kota. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
James  River  and  tributaries.  North  Dakota, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  266,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $3,083,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Fish-, 
ing  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  281, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $7,260,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers  and 
tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in 
House  Document  Numbered  238,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,167,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  241,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $218,009,000.  Nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
construction  of  Linneus  Reservoir  on  Locust 
Creek,  St.  Catherine  Reservoir  on  East  Yel¬ 
low  Creek,  the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  local 
protection  works,  nor  hydroelectric  power 
facilities  at  Pattonsburg  Reservoir  on  Grand 
River. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Platte  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  262,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $26,889,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sun 
River  at  Great  Falls,  Montana,  authorized  by 


section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 
(72  Stat.  297;  Public  Law  85-500)  is  hereby 
modified  to  waive  the  requirement  that  local 
interests  contribute  in  cash  2.16  per  centum 
of  the  actual  construction  cost  of  all  items 
of  work  provided  by  the  United  States. 

Ohio  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Char- 
tiers  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  302,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,207,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy 
Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois,  Pennsylvania,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  185, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,654,000. 

The  project  for  the  Hocking  River,  Ohio, 
in  the  vicinity  of  Athens,  Ohio,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  287,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$4,520,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek, 
and  Patoka  Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash 
River,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  202,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$72,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine 
Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indi¬ 
ana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 

Numbered  29,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $44,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  West  Virginia,  is 

hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  243,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $133,548,000:  Provided,  That 
the  power  features  of  this  project  shall  not 
be  undertaken  until  such  time  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  has  completed  action 
on  any  applications  that  may  be  pending 
before  that  agency  for  private  development 
of  the  pumped-storage  facility  of  the  proj¬ 
ect:  Provided  further,  That  should  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  act  in  the  affirmative 
on  any  pending  applications,  the  authority 
for  such  project  shall  not  include  Federal 
power  features  and  the  estimated  cost  of 
such  project  shall  be  $88,402,000:  And  'pro¬ 
vided  further,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  dismisses  any  pending 
applications.  Federal  construction  of  such 
pumped-storage  power  facilities  is  hereby 
authorized  and  approved. 

The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reser¬ 
voir,  Upper  Cumberland  River  Basin,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  244,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $4,860,000. 

The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther 
Creek  Reservoir  projects  and  the  Martin, 
Kentucky,  local  protection  project  on  the 
Big  Sandy  River  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks 
of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia, 
are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  246,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $51,491,000.  Prior  to  initia¬ 
tion  of  construction  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits 
and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects,  including 
such  reformulation  as  may  be  necessary  to 
comply  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Rec¬ 
reation  Act. 
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Red  River  of  the  north  basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Roseau  River,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  282,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,550,000. 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East 
Saint  Louis  and  vicinity,  Illinois  (East  Side 
levee  and  sanitary  district) ,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  329,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $6,180,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illi¬ 
nois,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  as  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  351,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  to  provide  for  the  deletion 
from  the  items  of  local  cooperation  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  a  cash  contribution  due  to 
changed  land  use,  at  an  estimtaed  increased 
Federal  cost  of  $3,498,000,  if  local  interests 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  an  amount 
equal  to  the  full  cost  of  acquisition  of  flow- 
age  easements  in  those  lands  which  are  no 
longer  needed  for  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  Carlyle  Reservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage 
and  Levee  District,  Madison  County,  Illinois, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

The  project  for  Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Skunk  River,  Iowa,  Is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 
mendtaions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as 
modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in 
House  Document  Numbered  267,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,893,000. 

The  projects  for  flood  protection  at  Mar¬ 
shalltown  and  Waterloo  on  the  Iowa  and 
Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa,  are  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $17,- 
570,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zumbro  River,  Minne¬ 
sota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and 
Whetstone  River,  Minnesota  and  South  Da¬ 
kota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  and  House  Document 
Numbered  193,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 

The  project  on  the  Des  Moines  River  for 
flood  protection  of  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  House 
Document  Numbered  651,  Seventy-eighth 
Congress,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1944,  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modi¬ 
fied  to  eliminate  the  requirement  recom¬ 
mended  in  paragraph  10(a)  (2)  of  the  report 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December 
13,  1943,  that  local  interests  bear  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  repairs  and  provision  of  gates  on 
existing  drains. 

Great  Lakes  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  naviga¬ 
tion  on  the  Chagrin  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  35, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,200,000. 
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The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  at  and  In  the  vicinity  of  Grand- 
vllle,  Michigan.  Is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  In  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  House 
Document  Numbered  157.  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress.  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,373,000. 

Little  Colorado  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Colorado  River  at  and  In  the  vicinity 
of  Winslow,  Arizona,  Is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
Senate  Document  Numbered  63,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,776,000. 

Gila  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian 
Bend  Wash,  Maricopa  County,  Arizona,  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Numbered 
303,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Arizona,  Is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  In  accordance  with  the 
recommenadtlons  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
In  House  Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,430,000,  except  that  the  development  of 
recreation  and  flshand  wildlife  facilities  shall 
be  In  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoenix, 
Arizona,  and  vicinity.  Is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$58,310,000. 

Eel  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Eel  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$13,732,000. 

Sacramento  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Yuba  River,  California,  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Numbered 
180,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $8,979,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lakeport  Dam  and  Re¬ 
servoir  with  supplemental  channel  Improve¬ 
ments,  Scotts  Creek,  Cache  Creek  Basin, 
California,  Is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  259,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  co6t  of  $9,360,000. 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma 
Creek,  California,  Is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California, 
Is  hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Numbered 
222,  Elghty-nlnth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
C06t  of  $14,950,000. 

Whitewater  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tah- 
qultz  Creek,  California,  Is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  In 
House  Document  Numbered  223,  Elghty- 
nlnth  Congress,  except  that  the  amount  of 
local  contribution  required  due  to  enhance¬ 
ment  of  land  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount 


of  contribution  determined  on  lands  under 
Indian  ownership  at  the  time  of  project  au¬ 
thorization  and  not  subject  to  taxation  due 
to  Federal  statutory  restrictions.  The 
amount  of  contribution  on  this  basis  Is 
presently  estimated  at  $508,000.  The  esti¬ 
mated  cost  Is  $3,442,000. 

Santa  Ana  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lytle 
and  Warm  Creeks,  San  Bernardino  County, 
California,  Is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
In  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  In  Senate  Document 
Numbered  53,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,750,000. 

San  Diego  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San 
Diego  River  (Mission  Valley),  California,  ,1s 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Numbered 
212,  Elghty-nlnth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $14,600,000,  except  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  credit 
local  Interests  against  their  required  con¬ 
tribution  to  such  project  for  any  work  done 
by  such  Interests  on  such  project  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  If  he  approves 
such  work  as  being  in  accordance  with  the 
project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

Columbia  River  Basin 

The  projects  for  the  Lower  Grande  Ronde 
and  Catherine  Creek  dams  and  reservoirs, 
Grande  Ronde  River  and  tributaries,  Oregon, 
are  hereby  authorized  substantially  In  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  In  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  280,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $20,440,000.  The  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  shall  construct,  operate,  and  main¬ 
tain  such  projects. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Wil¬ 
low  Creek,  Oregon,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  In  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,- 
680,000. 

The  project  for  acquisition  of  additional 
lands  for  waterfowl  management  at  John  Day 
Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and  Washington,  Is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $706,000,  except  that  the  parcels  of 
land,  In  Oregon,  between  the  Columbia  River 
and  the  management  area  boundary  within 
sections  3,  4,  10,  and  11  of  Township  4  North, 
Range  25  East,  Willamette  Meridian,  as  shown 
on  plate  1  of  the  Senate  Document  Numbered 
28,  Elghty-nlnth  Congress,  estimated  at 
611.02  acres,  shall  not  be  part  of  the  man¬ 
agement  area,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
Is  authorized  to  purchase  such  additional 
lands  in  sections  22,  27,  29,  and  30,  Township 
5  North,  Range  26  East,  Willamette  Meridian, 
outside  the  present  Indicated  management 
area  boundary  on  plate  1,  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  replace  the  lands  so  excluded. 

Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project 
for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  authorized  in  sec¬ 
tion  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  Is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  local  protection  works  at  Chilli- 
cothe,  Ohio,  at  such  time  as  the  reservoirs  on 
Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and  Deer  Creeks  are 
under  construction.  In  the  event  the  Mill 
Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs  are  con¬ 
structed  by  an  agency  other  than  the  Federal 
Government,  the  Federal  Government  shall 
not  construct  such  local  protection  works 
at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  until  said  agency  shall 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  (1)  it  will  provide  flood 
control  storage  In  those  reservoirs  equivalent 
to  that  proposed  for  the  Federal  reservoir 
projects,  as  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1962,  In  accordance  with  the  plan  set 
forth  In  House  Document  Numbered  587, 


Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and  (2)  that  such 
reservoirs  shall  be  operated  for  flood  control 
In  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  Is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
prepare  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  efficient  utilization  of  the 
water  and  related  resources  of  the  region 
drained  by  streams  which  discharge,  -within 
the  State  of  Michigan,  Into  the  Saint  Clair 
River,  Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River 
and  Lake  Erie.  Such  plan  may  provide  for 
Importation  of  water  from  points  not  located 
within  the  region  as  defined  above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  long-range  needs  of  the 
region  for  protection  against  floods,  -wise  use 
of  flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  Indus¬ 
trial  and  municipal  purposes,  outdoor  recre¬ 
ational  facilities,  the  enhancement  and  con¬ 
trol  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes; 
all  with  a  view  to  encouraging  and  support¬ 
ing  the  optimum  long-range  economic  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  region  and  enhancing  the 
welfare  of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes. 
Including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due 
to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under 
the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  In 
drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territorial  possessions,  which  Include  the 
localities  specifically  named  In  this  section. 
After  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on 
any  survey  authorized  by  this  section  are 
submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or 
additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made 
unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of 
any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and 
a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if 
such  review  is  required  by  the  national  de¬ 
fense  or  by  changed  physical  or  economic 
conditions. 

Watersheds  of  streams  In  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  northward  In  New 
York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  below 
the  International  boundary  and  draining 
directly  Into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above  the 
Virginia-North  Carolina  State  line  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the 
water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  Into  the  sounds  of 
North  Carolina  between  Cape  Lookout  and 
the  Virginia  line  except  those  portions  of 
the  Neuse,  Pamlico,  and  Roanoke  Rivers 
above  the  estuarine  reaches. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  directly  to  the  At¬ 
lantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia-North  Caro¬ 
lina  State  line  and  draining  directly  into  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchartrain 
with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  devel¬ 
oping  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

The  Rio  Grande  and  its  tributaries  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  of  the 
great  basin  region  of  Oregon,  California, 
Nevada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above 
Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below 
Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  region  which  drain  directly  Into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coast  lines  of  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a  frame- 
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work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources 
of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which 
drain  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  of 
streams,  washes,  lakes  and  their  tributaries, 
which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  California  region  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources 
of  the  region. 

Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Terrebonne  Parish,  Louisiana  (water  sup¬ 
ply)- 

Boyer  River,  Iowa. 

Keokuk,  Iowa. 

Mississippi  River,  north  of  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

Black  Hawk  Creek,  Iowa. 

Mount  Vernon,  Indiana. 

Orange  Lake  Basin,  Florida. 

Mayfield  Creek,  Kentucky. 

Hatchie  River  and  Tributaries,  Tennessee 
and  Mississippi. 

Spoon  River,  Hlinois. 

Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Oklahoma  and 
Kansas  (including  navigation). 

Verdigris  River,  Kansas. 

Verdigris  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  (in¬ 
cluding  navigation) . 

Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  at  and  above 
Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

Sanderson,  Texas. 

Abbeville,  South  Carolina. 

All  streams  which  drain  directly  to  Pacific 
Ocean  from  San  Mateo  County,  California. 

Big  Mineral  Creek,  Texas,  particularly  with 
reference  to  construction  of  a  highway 
bridge. 

Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York,  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  including  Allens  Creek,  New  York. 

Coasts  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  determine  advisability  of  protec¬ 
tion  work  against  storm  and  tidal  waves. 

Sec.  208.  Notwithstanding  the  first  proviso 
in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes”,  approved  May  17,  1950 
(64  Stat.  163),  the  authorization  in  section 
204  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local  protec¬ 
tion  on  the  Yakima  River  at  Ellensburg, 
Washington,  shall  expire  on  June  10,  1970, 
unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  co¬ 
operation  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  209.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  to  replace  the  roads  described  and 
set  forth  in  the  provisions  of  their  contract 
numbered  DA-41-A43-eng-939  with  Hill 
County,  Texas,  which  are  subject  to  flooding; 
such  roads  being  a  part  of  the  Whitney  Dam 
and  Reservoir  project,  Whitney,  Texas,  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1944,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $130,000. 

Sec.  210.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  convey  to  the 
Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and 
Adults,  Incorporated,  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  all  of  the  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
that  portion  of  the  tract  of  land  lying  above 
elevation  454  feet  mean  sea  level  now  occu¬ 
pied  by  such  Society  at  the  Old  Hickory  lock 
and  dam,  Cumberland  River,  Tennessee,  un¬ 
der  a  lease  executed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  dated  February  10,  1958. 

(b)  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  made  upon  payment  to  the 
United  States  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
property  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  and  upon  such  terms,  conditions, 
reservations,  and  restrictions  as  he  shall 
deem  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
United  States.  In  determining  the  fair  mar¬ 
ket  value  of  the  property,  the  Secretary  shall 
exclude  the  value  of  any  improvements  made 
by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  Tennessee  So¬ 
ciety  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  In¬ 
corporated. 


(c)  The  cost  of  any  surveys  necessary  aa 
an  incident  of  the  conveyance  authorized  by 
this  section  shall  be  borne  by  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  In¬ 
corporated. 

(d)  Title  to  the  property  authorized  to  be 
conveyed  by  this  section  shall  revert  to  the 
United  States,  which  shall  have  the  right  of 
immediate  entry  thereon,  if  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated,  shall  ever  cease  to  use  such 
property  for  recreation  and  camping  pur¬ 
poses.  ' 

Sec.  211.  The  authorized  Justice  Reservoir 
on  the  Guyandot  River,  West  Virginia,  here¬ 
after  shall  be  known  and  designated  as  the 
R.  D.  Bailey  Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation, 
map,  document,  record,  or  other  paper  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  authorized  Jus¬ 
tice  Reservoir  is  referred  to  shall  be  held  to 
refer  to  such  reservoir  as  the  R.  D.  Bailey 
Reservoir. 

Sec.  212.  In  recognition  of  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  accomplishments  of  the  water  resource 
project  proposed  to  be  constructed  on  Cali- 
spell  Creek,  Washington,  by  the  Pend  Oreille 
County  Public  Utility  District  Number  One, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
a  monetary  contribution  toward  the  construc¬ 
tion  cost  of  such  project  and  the  amount  of 
such  contribution  shall  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  subject  to  a  finding  by 
him  approved  by  the  President,  of  economic 
justification  for  allocation  of  the  amount  of 
flood  control,  such  funds  to  be  administered 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Prior  to  mak¬ 
ing  the  monetary  contribution  or  any  part 
thereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the 
Pend  Oreille  County  Public  Utility  District 
Number  One,  shall  have  entered  into  an 
agreement  providing  for  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  in  such  manner  as  will  produce 
the  flood  control  benefits  upon  which  the 
monetary  contribution  is  predicated,  and 
such  operation  of  the  project  for  flood  control 
shall  be  in  accordance  with  rules  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  890) .  Unless  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project  is  undertaken  within  three 
years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  the  authority  for  the  monetary  con¬ 
tribution  contained  herein  shall  expire. 

Sec.  213.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of  New 
York,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  ap¬ 
propriate  agencies  and  instrumentalities 
thereof,  and  with  other  departments,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  preparation  of  comprehensive 
plans  for  the  development,  utilization,  and 
conservation  of  the  water  and  related  re¬ 
sources  of  drainage  basins  within  the  State 
of  New  York,  and  to  submit  to  Congress  re¬ 
ports  and  recommendations  with  respect  to 
appropriate  participation  by  the  Department 
of  the  Army  in  carrying  out  such  plans. 

Sec.  214.  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify 
certain  leases  entered  into  for  the  provision 
of  recreation  facilities  at  reservoir  areas”,  ap¬ 
proved  September  14,  1961  (75  Stat.  509),  is 
hereby  amended  by  striking  out  “before  No¬ 
vember  1,  1956,”. 

Sec.  215.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  to 
be  made,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  an  investigation  and  study  of 
San  Francisco  Bay,  California,  including  San 
Pablo  Bay,  Suisun  Bay,  and  other  adjacent 
bays  and  tributaries  thereto,  with  a  view 
toward  determining  the  feasibility  of,  and 
extent  of  Federal  interest  in,  measures  for 
waste  disposal  and  water  quality  control  and 
allied  purposes. 

Sec.  216.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
pay  to  any  bona  fide  lessee  or  permittee 
owning  improvements,  which  are  or  which 
were  totally  situated  or  partially  situated 
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on  a  railroad  right-of-way,  the  fair  value  of 
such  improvements,  which  have  been  or  will 
be  rendered  inoperative  or  be  otherwise  ad¬ 
versely  affected  by  the  construction  of  the 
Milford  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  on  the 
Republican  River,  Kansas,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  or  by  the  United  States  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  of  Kansas  on 
which  is  conferred  jurisdiction  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  In  no  case  shall  the  owner  of  such 
improvements  receive  dual  compensation  for 
any  part  of  said  Improvements  as  a  result  of 
this  section  or  otherwise.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Army  is  authorized  to  provide  the  funds 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section  from  any  moneys  appropriated  for 
the  construction  of  the  Milford  Dam  and 
Reservoir  project. 

Sec.  217.  The  Secretay  of  the  Army  shall 
reimburse  any  common  carrier  by  railroad 
for  the  cost  of  protective  works  constructed 
by  such  carrier  during  the  years  1965  and 
1966  along  the  banks  of  the  Eel  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  to  deter  recurrence  of  damage  to  such 
banks  by  floods  or  high  waters,  but  such 
reimbursement  shall  not  exceed  $3,000,000. 

Sec.  218.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under 
the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
is  authorized  to  accept  orders  from  other 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  for  work 
or  services  and  to  perform  all  or  any  part  of 
such  work  or  services  by  contract. 

Sec.  219.  Section  206(b)  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1960  (33  U.S.C.  709a)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$1,000,000”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$2,500,000”. 

Sec.  220.  The  Joanna  Dam  proposed  for 
construction  at  or  near  mile  63  of  the  Salt 
River  near  Joanna,  Missouri,  and  the  Joanna 
Reservoir  to  be  created  by  such  dam,  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  constructed  by  section  203  of 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180) , 
shall  be  known  and  designated  hereafter  as 
the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and  Reservoir. 
Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  or 
record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such 
dam  and  reservoir  are  referred  to  as  the 
Joanna  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be  held  to 
refer  to  such  dam  and  reservoir  as  the 
Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Sec.  221.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Flood  Control  Act  of  1965”. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  (interrupting 
reading  of  title) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  title  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  read  and  open  to  amendment 
at  any  point. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object  and  I  shall  not 
object,  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  is 
not  going  to  attempt  to  cut  off  debate 
or  discussion  of  the  amendments  on  this 
title  through  such  a  request,  is  he? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  no,  I 
do  not  intend  to  make  any  such  request 
so  long  as  there  is  a  reasonable  amount 
of  time  used  in  debating  it.  If  there  is 
a  protracted  discussion  that  is  repeti¬ 
tious,  then  we  would  have  to  consider 
that  approach. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  agrees,  does  he  not, 
that  if  there  is  any  controversy  on  the 
bill — and  I  believe  there  is  a  minimum 
of  controversy — this  title  is  where  it  will 
appear  and  where  the  amendments  will 
take  place? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Yes,  that  is 
true. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  And,  there  are  three 
or  four  amendments  that  should  be  ade¬ 
quately  debated,  and  I  ask  the  assurance 
of  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  that  he 
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will  not  attempt  to  cut  off  debate  on 
those  amendments. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No;  I  do  not 
intend  to  do  that. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CARTER 

Mr.  CARTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Carter  :  On  page 
58,  after  line  8,  insert  the  following: 

“The  project  for  the  Devils  Jumps  Reser¬ 
voir,  Big  South  Pork  of  the  Cumberland 
River,  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  175, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $151,000,000.” 

Mr.  CARTER.  Mr.  Chairman,  Devils 
Jumps  Dam  would  be  built  on  the  Big 
South  Pork  of  the  Cumberland  River  in 
McCreary  County,  Ky.  The  reservoir 
would  lie  in  Wayne,  McCreary,  and  Pu¬ 
laski  Counties  in  Kentucky  and  Scott, 
Fentress,  Morgan,  Anderson,  Campbell, 
and  Pickett  Counties  in  Tennessee.  The 
dam  would  be  483  feet  high  and  would 
have  a  length  of  6,250  feet,  and  would  be 
built  of  concrete.  The  reservoir  would 
cover  approximately  37,000  acres  and 
have  a  drainage  area  of  approximately 
1,383  square  miles. 

The  purpose  of  the  dam  would  be  flood 
control,  power,  and  recreation.  The  pow¬ 
er  output  would  amount,  on  an  average, 
to  475  million  kilowatt-hours  per  year. 
Use  of  this  power  would  be  managed  by 
the  Southeastern  Power  Administration. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  sale  of  this  power 
would  bring  in  approximately  $12,079,- 
000  annually. 

It  is  estimated  that  800,000  people 
would  visit  this  area  annually. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  would  be  1 .8  to  1 
so  that  the  entire  cost  could  be  paid  in  50 
years.  This  project  has  one  of  the  high¬ 
est  benefit-cost  ratios  of  any  dam  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  built  in  this  area. 

The  people  of  McCreary  County  in 
which  the  dam  would  be  built  have  a 
median  family  income  of  approximately 
$1,800  per  year,  an  da  per  capita  income 
of  $516  per  year. 

This  project  is  accepted  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare.  The  Federal  Power  Commission, 
the  State  of  Kentucky,  the  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee:  it  has  been  recommended  by  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  there  is 
no  objection  by  the  Departments  of  the 
Interior,  Agriculture,  and  Commerce. 

The  Southeastern  Power  Administra¬ 
tion  is  convinced  that  the  power  can  be 
marketed  at  rates  sufficient  to  recover 
all  power  costs  within  a  50 -year  period. 

This  project  has  been  included  in  the 
Senate  omnibus  bill  for  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  and  has  been  passed  by  the  other 
body  three  times,  including  this  year. 
Since  this  is  recognized  by  the  other 
body  to  be  a  worthwhile  project,  I  strong¬ 
ly  urge  this  body  to  reconsider  and  vote 
for  inclusion  of  this  amendment. 

Building  this  dam  in  McCreary  County 
wbuld  tremendously  improve  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  that  area  and  the  entire  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Kentucky.  Industry  al¬ 
ways  follows  cheap  sources  of  electric 
power  and  would  undoubtedly  move  into 


this  area.  It  would  be  transformed  just 
as  the  Tennessee  Valley  area  has  been. 
Devils  Jumps  is  a  natural  resource  and 
is  a  property  owned  by  the  people.  It 
would  be  used  for  their  benefit  and  could 
best  be  used  by  construction  of  the  Devils 
Jumps  hydroelectric  dam. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  the  gentleman 
who  offers  this  amendment  is  sincere  in 
having  this  project  approved.  That  is 
only  logical,  for  he  is  representing  the 
people  in  his  area. 

Our  committee  had  only  limited  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  project  this  year,  and  did  not 
allow  the  opponents  to  be  heard;  there¬ 
fore,  we  do  not  have  an  adequate  record 
in  the  printed  record  of  the  hearings  of 
the  full  committee  and  subcommittee  on 
this  project  to  guide  the  Members  of  the 
House  at  this  time. 

Secondly,  our  subcommittee  did  have 
extensive  hearings  on  this  project  3 
years  ago,  the  last  time  a  similar  omnibus 
bill  was  before  the  House.  In  those  hear¬ 
ings  it  was  brought  out  that  the  TVA, 
which  would  be  the  nearest  major  user  of 
power,  does  not  desire  or  intend  to  use 
any  power  that  might  be  produced  by 
this  project.  We  asked  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  to  indicate  where  this  power 
would  be  used.  It  was  indicated  by  the 
private  power  companies  in  the  area  that 
they  did  not  require  power  from  this 
source.  It  was  brought  out  in  the  testi¬ 
mony  it  would  be  necessary  to  push  this 
power  up  to  areas  in  Indiana,  Ohio,  and 
even  Michigan  in  order  to  provide  some 
market  for  it,  even  though  none  of  those 
areas  indicated  they  desired  the  power. 
The  result  of  the  testimony  3  years  ago 
indicated  no  assured  consumer  demand 
for  this  power,  and  because  of  that  fact 
the  Flood  Control  Subcommittee  3  years 
ago  voted  against  this  project.  There  has 
been  no  change  so  far  as  the  uncertain 
use  of  this  power  is  concerned,  and  for 
the  Federal  taxpayers  to  spend  $151  mil¬ 
lion  for  this  purpose  now,  without  full 
hearings,  would  be  highly  unjustified. 

I  urge  that  the  amendment  be  de¬ 
feated. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  ' 

(Mr.  HARSHA  asked  and  was  given 
pei'mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

(By  unanimous  consent  (at  the  request 
of  Mr.  Harsha)  he  was  allowed  to  pro¬ 
ceed  for  5  additional  minutes.) 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
has  been  a  great  hue  and  cry  from  the 
proponents  of  this  project  that  the  area 
in  which  this  plant  will  be  constructed 
is  in  the  Appalachia  area  and  will  pro¬ 
vide  much  needed  jobs  for  the  unem¬ 
ployed.  But  let  me  squash  that  argu¬ 
ment  here  and  now. 

NINETY-EIGHT  percent  public  power 

In  the  first  place,  the  construction  of 
this  project — a  hydroelectric  project — 
would  displace  forever  power  supplied  by 
coal-fired  steam  electric-generating 
plants  consuming  almost  one-quarter 
million  tons  of  coal  per  year,  adding  to 
unemployment  and  the  very  reasons  that 
many  of  the  Appalachia  areas  today  are 
depressed  is  because  of  the  loss  of  busi¬ 


ness  by  the  coal  industry.  This  will  only 
compound  the  problem.  Furthermore,  if 
the  Government  hydroelectric  power 
comes  into  this  area  it  will  prevent  ex¬ 
pansion  of  many  existing  generating  fa¬ 
cilities  in  Ohio  and  other  depressed  areas, 
perhaps  even  curtailing  operations  of 
those  existing  plants  with  subsequent  re¬ 
duction  in  tax  revenue  to  the  locality, 
making  them  even  more  depressed.  It 
would  lead  to  further  reductions  in  coal 
consumption — increased  unemployment, 
adding  to  the  already  enormous  burdens 
of  these  underemployed  areas  located  in 
Kentucky,  Ohio,  parts  of  Pennsylvania, 
Indiana,  and  Michigan  as  well. 

Furthermore,  any  power  produced  by  a 
Government  project  at  this  site  will 
necessarily  be  marketed  by  the  South¬ 
eastern  Power  Administration.  Present¬ 
ly  the  Southeastern  Power  Administra¬ 
tion  does  not  have  authority  to  go  out 
of  its  original  10-State  area  and  the 
Southeastern  Power  Administration  has 
been  marketing  most  of  its  power  through 
TVA.  However,  TVA  on  at  least  two 
occasions  has  expressed  its  opposition 
to  the  purchase  of  any  of  this  power  be¬ 
cause  of  its  high  cost.  Furthermore, 
the  Southeastern  Power  Administration 
has  admitted  it  would  have  to  go  into 
Ohio,.  Kentucky,  Indiana,  Illinois,  Mich¬ 
igan,  and  probably  part  of  Pennsylvania 
to  market  this  power  and  it  has  not  made 
any  study  of  the  needs  of  those  areas  for 
additional  power  and  has  little  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  area. 

Furthermore,  there  are  presently  in 
operation  five  existing  power  projects 
with  a  combined  output  of  595,000  kilo¬ 
watts,  all  of  which  are  now  under  sale 
to  TVA.  In  addition  there  is  the  Bark¬ 
ley  project  with  a  capacity  of  130,000 
kilowatts  which  is  or  about  to  be  placed 
in  operation. 

There  are  an  additional  five  Federal 
hydroelectric  projects  within  the  basin 
with  a  combined  total  of  212,500  kilo¬ 
watts  which  have  already  been  au¬ 
thorized  but  have  not  been  constructed. 
So  you  now  have  in  this  area  either 
authorized  or  constructed  projects  total¬ 
ing  a  combined  capacity  of  937,500  kilo¬ 
watts  in  addition  to  the  480,000  repre¬ 
sented  by  Devils  Jump.  TVA  has  ex¬ 
pressed  a  desire  to  renegotiate  its  pres¬ 
ent  contract  with  Southeastern  Power 
Administration  so  it  can  be  released 
from  some  of  the  power  it  is  now  taking. 
In  other  words,  the  TVA  has  more  now 
than  it  needs,  and  desires  to  get  out  of 
the  obligation  to  market  all  of  the  exist¬ 
ing  power  to  say  nothing  of  additional 
power  represented  by  the  Barklet  project 
and  the  five  additional  projects  hereto¬ 
fore  authorized  but  not  constructed.  So 
quite  obviously,  there  is  no  need  for  this 
additional  480,000  kilowatts  of  peaking 
power  in  this  area  and  by  Southeastern 
Power  Administration’s  own  admission, 
they  have  little  or  no  knowledge  of  a 
market  elsewhere. 

Furthermore,  using  the  latest  figures 
available,  those  of  1964,  the  simultan¬ 
eous  peak  load  of  investor-owned  com¬ 
panies  in  Ohio  alone,  were  11.2  million 
kilowatts.  There  generating  capacity 
was  14  million  kilowatts,  2.8  million  kilo¬ 
watts  in  excess  of  need,  or  in  other 
words,  25  percent  in  excess  of  the  load 
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required — more  than  an  ample  reserve 
capacity.  In  addition  to  these  there  is 
an  extremely  large  block  of  capacity 
available  to  most  of  the  utilties  in  In¬ 
diana,  Kentucky,  Ohio,  and  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  from  the  Ohio  Valley  Electric 
Corp.  due  to  cutbacks  in  demand  from 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  installa¬ 
tion  at  Waverly,  Ohio.  Therefore,  there 
is  no  need  and  no  use  for  this  enormous 
capacity  that  would  be  created  by  Devils 
Jump  in  any  of  the  outlying  areas  out¬ 
side  of  Southeastern  Power  Administra¬ 
tion’s  present  authority  or  more  techni¬ 
cally  known  as  “power  supply  areas.” 
Further,  dependent  upon  the  success  of 
TVA  in  rescinding  or  revising  its  contract 
with  Southeastern  Power  Administration 
to  reduce  the  power  purchased  by  it, 
Southeastern  Power  Administration  will 
have  the  problem  of  finding  markets  for 
excess  power  of  somewhere  between 
342,000  kilowatts  and  937,000  kilowatts 
of  Cumberland  River  Basin  power  and 
in  addition  to  that  the  problem  of  some 
480,000  kilowatts  merely  compounds  the 
problem  and  is  a  complete  waste  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  to  produce  a  product  that  is 
absolutely  not  needed. 

Now  to  deal  specifically  with  the  justifi¬ 
cation  of  the  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the 
project.  First  let  me  remind  you  that 
Senate  Document  97  setting  forth  the 
procedures  by  which  projects  of  this  type 
must  be  justified  states  that  the  usual 
practice  is  to  measure  the  benefit  in 
terms  of  the  cost  in  achieving  the  same 
results  by  the  most  likely  alternative 
means  that  would  exist  in  the  absence 
of  the  project.  Neither  in  the  hearings 
of  the  other'body  nor  in  the  hearings  of 
the  House  is  there  any  evidence  concern¬ 
ing  what  alternative  method  or  means 
were  used  to  determine  the  cost  of 
achieving  the  same  results  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  We  do  not  know  whether 
they  used  steam,  pumped  storage,  jet 
engine,  nuclear,  or  just  what  other  types 
of  generation  or  combinations  thereof 
were  used.  However,  the  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  House  introduced  by  investor- 
owned  companies,  outlined  three  dif¬ 
ferent  types  of  installation  which  would 
achieve  the  same  results.  Three  alter¬ 
native  methods  of  producing  peaking  ca¬ 
pacity  and  energy,  which  are  basic 
methods  used  in  the  electric  utility  in¬ 
dustries  were  presented  by  the  private 
investor-owned  companies,  each  of 
which  would  be  located  in  the  areas 
which  are  claimed  as  potential  markets 
by  Devils  Jump.  The  three  were  an 
overpressure  system,  pumped  storage 
proposal  and  an  existing  jet  installation. 

Further,  a  steam  generating  unit  pres¬ 
ently  under  construction  on  the  Wa¬ 
bash  River  in  Indiana  could  be  ex¬ 
panded  for  a  capital  investment  of  $10.5 
million,  which  would  provide  the  same 
peaking  capacity  equivalent  to  the  Devils 
Jump  capacity  which  is  estimated  to  cost 
$167  million.  Furthermore,  the  annual 
cost  of  this  capacity  and  energy  would 
amount  to  only  approximately  $2  mil¬ 
lion,  about  30  percent  of  the  annual  cost 
of  the  Devils  Jump  power. 

The  second  alternative  is  a  pumped 
storage  project  which  could  supply  com¬ 
parable  peaking  capacity  at  a  total  in¬ 
vestment  of  $65  million  at  an  annual 


cost  of  roughly  $5  million,  thereby  pro¬ 
ducing  the  same  type  power  annually  at 
82  percent  of  the  annual  cost  of  Devils 
Jump  power  with  a  capital  investment 
of  $65  million  as  compared  to  capital 
investment  of  $165  million  at  Devils 
Jump,  and  there  are  a  number  of 
pumped  storage  sites  available  in  the 
Devils  Jump  area. 

The  third  alternative — the  jet  en¬ 
gine — was  used  in  a  recent  completed 
installation.  This  type  of  installation 
has  the  decided  advantage  of  flexibility 
and  can  be  located  at  the  load  center, 
thereby  eliminating  very  substantial 
transmission  investments  and  power 
loss.  An  analysis  of  this  third  alterna¬ 
tive  showed  that  592,000  kilowatts,  over 
100,000  more  kilowatts  of  peaking  ca¬ 
pacity  than  that  claimed  at  Devils  Jump, 
could  be  supplied  by  this  third  alterna¬ 
tive  by  $39  million  investment,  or  less 
than  one-fourth  of  the  Devils  Jump  in¬ 
vestment,  at  an  annual  production  cost 
of  $4.8  million,  or  about  81  percent  of 
the  annual  cost  of  the  Devils  Jump 
power.  As  usual,  there  is  a  maze  of 
conflicting  figures  presented  by  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  this  project  and  the  corps. 
In  the  hearings  both  in  the  other  body 
and  in  the  House,  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  some  instances  used  annual 
costs  of  $6.1  million,  in  others  $6.8  mil¬ 
lion.  It  used,  in  some  cases,  benefits  of 
$12  million,  and  in  others  benefits  of 
$10.4  million.  It  used  different  interest 
rates.  For  example,  it  originally  used 
2  y2  percent,  2%  percent,  then  3 %  per¬ 
cent  interest.  It  used  different  amor¬ 
tization  and  replacement  costs  and,  in 
some  cases,  100  years  lifetime  as  opposed 
to  50-year  lifetime. 

Now  you  take  all  the  fancy  formulas 
and  high-faluting  methods  to  figure 
these  projects  you  want  but,  when  it  all 
''boils  down  the  project  only  pays  out 
through  the  sale  of  electricity.  Now 
Southeastern  Power  Administration  says 
it  will  sell  this  power.  The  project  is  to 
produce  475,000  kilowatt-hours  annually. 
In  1962,  the  average  rate  for  all  power 
sold  by  Southeastern  Power  Administra¬ 
tion  was  only  5.4  mills  per  killowatt 
hour.  Take  the  claimed  -  475  million 
kilowatts  and  multiply  by  5.4  mills,  as¬ 
suming  you  can  sell  this  power,  gives  you 
an  annual  revenue  of  $2.5  million.  Now 
compare  this  against  what  the  propon¬ 
ents  say  it  will  cost  annually  to  produce 
this  power,  that  is  $6.1  million  or  $6.8 
both  of  which  are  the  Corps  figures  and 
you  have  a  loss  annually  of  $3.6  million 
or  $4.3  depending  upon  the  figures  you 
take.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  cost  would 
even  be  greater  if  you  used  the  same  in¬ 
terest  rate  the  Federal  Government  is  re¬ 
quired  to  pay.  Remember  this:  None 
of  these  figures  includes  the  market  cost, 
which  is  over  $50  thousand  annually, 
nor  do  they  include  the  transmission  cost 
or  losses  due  to  transmission.  Further 
there  would  have  to  be  an  additional 
capital  investment  for  the  construction 
of  transmission  lines  which  are  not  now 
in  existence  in  the  area,  and  one  last 
thing,  if  this  project  is  constructed  by 
the  Federal  Government,  the  Corps  esti¬ 
mates  that  the  annual  loss  of  taxes  would 
be  $3.67  million  and  the  sale  of  this 
power  by  Southeastern  Power  Adminis- 
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tration  would  not  return  a  sufficient  sum 
to  even  offset  this  cost  annually.  So  if 
you  include  the  annual  loss,  representing 
the  difference  from  the  sale  of  power  and 
the  cost  of  production  or  the  sum  of  $3.6 
million,  taking  the  lesser  figure  plus  the 
annual  loss  of  taxes  of  $3.67  million,  you 
have  a  total  annual  loss  of  this  project  in 
excess  of  $7  million  annually  and  over 
the  life  of  the  project,  depending  on  what 
figure  you  use,  a  50-year  or  a  100-year 
basis,  you  have  a  $350  million  loss  or  a 
$700  million  loss  to  the  general  taxpayer. 

I  submit  to  you  gentlemen  that  this  proj¬ 
ect  is  not  feasible,  it  is  not  needed  in  the 
area,  it  is  a  raid  on  the  Treasury,  adding 
to  the  enormous  deficit,  and  creates  addi¬ 
tional  loss  of  jobs  and  great  hardships 
in  the  already  depressed  coal  industry 
and  Appalachian  areas  and  this  amend¬ 
ment  should  be  defeated.' 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  flood  con¬ 
trol  in  this  project.  The  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  has  stated  it  did  not  take  any 
benefit  for  flood  control  in  this  project 
because  it  does  not  add  any  flood  control 
benefits  to  the  system. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion,  let 
me  say  that  because  this  project  is  so 
controversial  the  committee  did  not 
even  request  testimony  from  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  No  opportunity  to  cross- 
examine  any  of  the  witnesses  nor  the 
testimony  placed  in  the  record  was  given 
to  the  opponents  of  this  project  because 
the  committee  having  had  considerable 
experience  and  knowledge  of  this  proj¬ 
ect  over  the  years  knew  and  felt  that  it 
was  not  justified  and  should  not  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
in  1962  and  again  in  1963  an  effort  was 
made  to  include  it  and  it  was  defeated 
on  both  occasions.  Again  this  year  the 
committee  obviously  felt  the  project 
was  not  justified  and  therefore  it  was 
not  placed  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Carter]  has  been  a  very 
worthy  and  extremely  able  advocate  of 
this  project.  I  know  of  no  other  person 
who  has  worked  harder  or  more  ably  in 
behalf  of  his  district  and  this  project. 
He  has  been  very  sincere  and  persuasive 
and  I  regret  I  find  myself  in  disagree-  * 
ment  with  him.  He  has  represented  his 
people  well. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  committee 
sustains  the  position  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man,  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Carter], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

AMENDMENT  OP  MR.  CLARK 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offer  by  Mr.  Clark:  On  page 
41,  strike  out  lines  3  through  12,  inclusive. 

(Mr.  CLARK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
Members,  first,  I  intend  to  support  all  of 
the  projects  in  the  bill  with  the  exception 
of  the  request  for  the  authorization  of 
$227  million  to  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  on  the  St.  John’s  River 
in  Maine.  This  is  the  largest  single  item 
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in  the  bill  and  constitutes  more  than  10 
percent  of  the  total  authorization.  I 
am  opposed  to  the  Dickey  project  for  the 
following  reasons: 

First,  the  project,  despite  its  ultimate 
cost  of  more  than  $300  million,  received 
only  cursory  examination  on  the  Senate 
side.  Public  hearings  were  not  held 
there.  Furthermore,  House  hearings  re¬ 
vealed  that  the  project  has  not  been 
adequately  studied  by  either  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  or  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

Second,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
admitted  in  public  testimony  that  the 
private  companies  in  the  region  had  not 
even  been  consulted  on  the  need  for  this 
power,  and  further  that  there  were  no 
marketing  plans  for  the  more  than  95 
percent  of  the  power  that  will  be  ex¬ 
ported  from  Maine. 

Third,  the  project  is  opposed  by  the 
majority  of  the  New  England  Congress¬ 
men  because  it  will  not  even  achieve  its 
stated  goal  of  helping  to  reduce  the  cost 
of  power  in  the  New  England  area.  It 
will  instead  retard  the  construction  of 
the  large  thermal-electric  plants  near 
|  the  load  centers  of  the  region,  and  it  is 
these  large  thermal  plants  that  hold  the 
best  prospects  for  reducing  power  costs. 

Fourth,  the  Interior  Department  used 
a  100 -year  payoff  for  the  project  instead 
of  the  usual  50  years.  In  actual  fact  the 
project  may  be  obsolete  before  it  is  built 
and  the  output  of  the  Federal  power 
project  may  not  be  marketable  due  to 
its  high  cost. 

Fifth,  the  electric  companies  of  the 
region  have  offered  concrete  alternatives 
for  the  production  of  equivalent  power 
at  less  cost,  without  spending  a  dime  of 
Federal  money.  Thus,  the  project  does 
not  meet  the  basic  criteria  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  there  be  no  better  alternate. 

Sixth;  it  is  virtually  a  pure  power  proj¬ 
ect,  with  less  than  5  percent  recreational 
and  flood  control  benefits,  for  a  region 
that  has  no  power  shortage. 

Seventh,  as  the  largest  project  money- 
wise  in  the  omnibus  bill,  it  was  narrowly 
approved  by  the  entire  Public  Works 
I  Committee. 

The  Interior  Department  spokesman 
says  there  “are  too  many  imponderables 
involved  to  give  a  precise  reply’’  on  the 
power. 

The  Department’s  July  report  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  discussed  power  costs  this 
way: 

It  does  not  contend  that  the  project  will 
provide  power  locally  at  such  a  low  rate  as 
to  act  as  a  magnet  to  industry. 

The  report  went  on : 

In  the  early  years  more  of  the  power  would 
be  used  in  the  Boston  area. 

I  say  to  you  ladies  and  gentlemen,  the 
President  has  recently  signed  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act, 
which  provides  a  legal  framework  and 
funds  for  regional  commissions  like  the 
Appalachia  Commission,  which  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  recommend  extensive  Federal 
regional  development  programs.  I  am 
certain  the  people  of  New  England 
would  benefit  more  from  $300  million  of 
these  types  of  projects — roads,  medical 
facilities,  timber  development,  and  per¬ 
haps  water  supply — than  from  the 
Dickey  project.  I  intend  to  support  all 


the  other  projects,  but  I  cannot  in  good 
conscience  sit  here  and  allow  this  proj¬ 
ect  to  go  through  without  stating  my 
views. 

Mr.  DAD  DARIO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  DADDARIO.  Can  the  gentleman 
give  me  a  figure  on  the  overall  cost  of 
this  project? 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  cost,  from  this  bill, 
is  $227  million.  There  will  be  $80  mil¬ 
lion  for  transmission  lines,  which  will 
make  the  project  more  than  $300  million. 

Mr.  DADDARIO.  The  reason  I  ask 
that  is  in  Connecticut  we  have  a  nuclear 
project  underway. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Clark 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  DADDARIO.  We  have  a  nuclear 
project  in  Connecticut  at  the  moment 
which  is  costing  some  $127  million, 
which  will  combine  with  a  fossil  fuel  pro¬ 
gram  and  which  I  understand  will  have 
a  5-mill  cost.  Can  the  gentleman  go  into 
that? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  went  into  that  earlier, 
I  will  say  to  the  gentleman.  The  Yankee 
atomic  plant  received  a  $5  million  Fed¬ 
eral  grant  for  research  and  development, 
all  of  which  went  to  Westinghouse  Elec- 
trict  Co.  In  addition  it  had  an  interest- 
free  use  of  fuel  for  5  years,  which 
amounted  to  a  subsidy  of  $3.9  million. 
It  is  now  operating  entirely  independ¬ 
ently  of  the  Government  and  naturally 
paying  itself.  Its  output  is  in  excess  of 
what  the  St.  Johns  project  will  be  able 
to  support  in  1972. 

Mr.  DADDARIO.  And  it  will  be,  the 
Connecticut  project,  completed  when? 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  project  has  a  100- 
year  payoff. 

Mr.  DADDARIO.  The  Connecticut 
project  will  be  completed  much  prior  to 
the  1971  date,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  CLARK.  That  is  true.' 

Mr.  DADDARIO.  And  at  a  lesser  cost. 

Mr.  CLARK.  And  at  much  less  cost. 

Mr.  DADDARIO.  As  I  understand  it, 
it  provides  power  at  under  5  mills  and 
will  produce  electricity  for  use  through¬ 
out  the  whole  New  England  area. 

Mr.  CLARK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  WRIGHT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  norm¬ 
ally  I  have  not  been  an  advocate  of  public 
power  as  such.  Nor  has  the  Public 
Works  Committee  characteristically  ad¬ 
vocated  public  power  where  private  in¬ 
vestor-owned  companies  were  capable  of 
providing  the  needs. 

A  few  years  ago,  in  the  Tennessee  Val¬ 
ley  bonding  bill,  the  committee  with  my 
individual  concurrence  provided  clearly 
that  any  expansion  of  generating  capa¬ 
city  in  the  TVA  area  must  stop  at  the 
limits  of  its  present  service  region.  We 
were  extremely  careful  to  make  certain 
that  there  be  no  invasion  of  those  areas 
now  served  by  private  power. 


Just  this  year,  in  both  the  Appalachian 
bill  and  the  Economic  Development  bill, 
the  committee  with  my  active  help  in¬ 
serted  language  to  guarantee  that  no 
funds  could  be  used  to  develop  any  public 
power  whatever  in  competition  with  the 
existing  private  power  sources. 

In  considering  the  present  bill,  the 
committee  rejected  certain  proposals 
which  would  have  developed  water  re¬ 
sources  in  various  parts  of  the  country 
primarily  for  the  public  production  of 
power. 

In  the  St.  John  River  project,  however, 
we  have  a  unique  and  impelling  situation. 

The  one  great  roadblock  which  lies 
across  the  trail  to  commercial  and  indus¬ 
trial  progress  in  New  England  is  the  ex¬ 
tremely  high  price  of  electric  power 
throughout  that  region. 

The  single  most  effective  thing  we  can 
do  to  assist  in  the  development  of  New 
England  is  to  make  it  possible  for  New 
England  citizens  and  businesses  to  pur¬ 
chase  electric  energy  at  rates  more  near¬ 
ly  in  keeping  with  those  the  rest  of  us  pay 
throughout  the  country. 

As  serious  as  any  water  crisis  in  New 
England  is  the  electric  supply  in  the  area. 
It  is  a  severe  handicap  to  the  area.  New 
Englanders  today  are  required  to  pay 
about  20  percent  more  for  their  electri¬ 
city  than  are  the  citizens  elsewhere  in 
this  Nation. 

The  1963  census  of  manufacturers  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  con¬ 
cluded  that  power  purchased  by  New 
England  industries  in  1962  cost  those  in¬ 
dustries  approximately  66  percent  more 
than  the  average  U.S.  industrial  rate. 
Transplanted  into  dollars,  this  means 
that  New  England  industries  would  have 
saved  $72  million  that  year  had  they  been 
able  to  acquire  electricity  at  the  average 
U.S.  rate. 

The  present  project  is  designed  to  help 
equalize  that  appalling  handicap.  It  has 
been  carefully  studied  by  both  the  Corps 
of  Army  Engineers  and  the  Public  Works 
Committee.  On  the  basis  of  studious 
analysis,  we  have  concluded  that  the  pro¬ 
ject  is  highly  feasible  and  economically 
well -justified.  The  two  sites  on  the 
river,  the  Dickey  Dam  and  the  down¬ 
stream  Lincoln  Regulating  Dam,  would 
provide  a  combined  supply  of  approxi¬ 
mately  800,000  kilowatts  to  produce  more 
than  1  billion  kilowatt-hours  of  electricity 
annually. 

By  the  terms  of  this  project,  this  high 
load  factor  energy  could  be  sold  for  as 
little  as  7  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  and 
still  easily  pay  off  the  project.  This 
would  be  only  a  little  more  than  half 
the  present  average  of  13  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour  which  New  England  electric 
consumers  are  paying  today  for  their 
wholesale  energy. 

Peaking  power  would  be  sold  for  $15 
per  kilowatt  a  year  as  compared  with  the 
present  going  rate  of  $23.50  per  kilowatt 
a  year  which  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  estimates  as  the  cost  of  the  most 
modern  New  England  plants. 

The  opponents  of  this  project  are  the 
New  England  power  companies — the 
same  companies  which  charge  their  con¬ 
sumers  the  highest  rates  for  electricity 
in  the  Nation.  These  are  the  companies 
which  Chairman  Joseph  Swidler,  of  the 
FPC,  chastised  when  he  noted  that: 
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New  England  Is  still  an  undeveloped  power 
market  *  *  *  not  since  1953  has  a  generating 
unit  installed  in  New  England  been  included 
among  the  first  20  in  the  Nation  in  efficiency. 

Even  under  the  rigorous  standards  of 
a  3  ^-percent  interest  rate  and  a  50  year 
payout  period  with  interest  payments 
during  construction,  this  project  shows  a 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  of  1.8.  In  other 
words,  according  to  the  very  conservative 
criteria  used  by  the  Corps  of  Army  Engi¬ 
neers,  this  project  will  pay  $1.80  in  meas¬ 
urable  benefits  for  each  dollar  of  cost 
during  every  year  of  its  existence. 

This  project  has  been  attacked  as  be¬ 
ing  primarily  one  for  the  purpose  of  gen¬ 
erating  hydroelectric  power.  To  a  con¬ 
siderable  degree,  it  is  this.  But  this  also 
means  that  the  project  will  be  almost 
100  percent  reimbursable  with  interest. 
And  certainly  nobody  can  say  that  any 
project  in  this  Nation  which  will  Store 
8  million  acre-feet  of  badly  needed  wa¬ 
ter  will  serve  no  other  purpose  beyond 
power. 

New  England  has  been  too  long  de¬ 
nied.  This  great  and  historic  section  of 
our  Nation  has  waited  patiently  while 
the  problems  of  other  regions  of  our 
country  have  been  assaulted.  Members 
of  Congress  from  New  England  have  as¬ 
sisted  the  Western  States  through  recla¬ 
mation  programs,  have  assisted  the 
South  and  Midwest  through  agricultural 
programs,  have  assisted  Appalachia 
through  our  bill  earlier  this  year,  have 
assisted  the  Atlantic  and  Gulf  and  Pa¬ 
cific  Coast  States  through  hurricane  pro¬ 
tection  and  beach  erosion  works. 

The  time  has  come  for  the  rest  of  us 
to  put  aside  whatever  parochial  reserva¬ 
tions  we  may  have,  and  assist  New  Eng¬ 
land  with  the  solution  of  this  critical 
problem  through  the  enactment  of  this 
bill  which  is  supported  by  a  preponderate 
number  of  the  Governors  from  New  Eng¬ 
land  and  members  of  this  committee 
and  by  each  member  of  the  delegation 
from  the  State  of  Maine. 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Yes.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  compliment  the  gentle¬ 
man  on  his  statement,  and  I  want  to 
expand  this  much  on  it.  In  that  con¬ 
nection  it  was  brought  out  very  well  in 
our  hearings  that  the  private  power  com¬ 
panies,  when  they  talk  about  cheaper 
cost  of  developing  electric  energy,  are  not 
talking  about  cheaper  cost  to  the  con¬ 
sumer  but  they  are  talking  about  some 
relatively  cheaper  cost  to  the  producing 
company.  The  cost  to  the  consumer  they 
would  not  predict  as  being  cheaper.  I 
would  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  that  on  the  specific  question  of 
asking  the  private  power  companies  an 
estimate  of  how  much  reduction  in  the 
price  of  power  they  would  make  to  the 
consumer,  they  would  make  no  response. 
So,  so  far  as  the  consumer  in  New  Eng¬ 
land  is  concerned,  his  condition  will  re¬ 
main  the  same.  They  are  at  the  mercy 
of  the  private  power  companies.  I  think 
we  should  follow  the  recommendation  of 
this  committee  and  bring  in  this  new 
wonderful  development  on  the  St.  John 
River. 


Mr.  WRIGHT.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  GRABOWSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  intend  to  vote  for 
this  bill,  but  I  am  going  to  support  the 
amendment  striking  out  this  specific 
project  in  Maine. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to  oppose  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  on  the  St. 
John  River  in  Maine  which  is  part  of  the 
omnibus  public  works  bill,  S.  2300. 

I  base  my  opposition  on  these  points. 
This  project,  despite  its  ultimate  cost  of 
more  than  $300  million,  received  scant 
examination  by  the  Senate  and  that  body 
did  not  hold  public  hearings. 

The  House  Public  Works  Subcommit¬ 
tee  held  hearings  of  only  two  days. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  bear  in  mind  that  this  project  will 
not  achieve  its  stated  goal  of  helping  to 
reduce  the  cost  of  the  power  in  the  New 
England  area.  In  fact,  it  will  hold  back 
the  construction  of  large  thermal-elec¬ 
tric  plants  near  the  load  centers  of  the 
region.  It  is  these  plants  that  hold  the 
best  prospect  for  reducing  power  costs. 
Furthermore,  the  electric  companies  of 
the  region  have  offered  concrete  alter¬ 
natives  for  the  production  of  equivalent 
power  at  less  cost  without  the  use  of 
Federal  money.  This  violates  what  has 
been  a  basic  criteria  of  the  Congress  for 
many  years  regarding  public  power  proj¬ 
ects — there  is  no  better  alternative  under 
free  enterprise.  For  example,  the  great 
TVA  was  created  because  private  capital 
was  unable  to  do  the  job. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  had  ad¬ 
mitted  that  the  private  companies  in 
the  region  have  not  been  consulted  on 
the  need  for  this  project.  But  what  is 
most  astounding  is  that  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  has  made  no  plans  for 
selling  the  electricity  the  two  proposed 
powerplants  would  produce.  Secretary 
Udall  told  the  Flood  Control  Subcommit¬ 
tee,  “We’ll  plan  this  after  the  project  is 
authorized.” 

Also  let  me  point  out  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  used  100-year  pay¬ 
off  for  the  project  instead  of  the  custo¬ 
mary  50  years.  There  is  also  the  possi¬ 
bility  the  project  may  be  obsolete  before 
it  is  completed,  and  the  output  may  not 
be  marketable  due  to  its  high  cost. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  TUPPER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

At  the  outset  I  want  to  commend  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  [Mr.  Jones!  for  his  demonstrated 
concern  for  the  northern  New  England 
area,  in  the  face  of  determined  opposi¬ 
tion  by  special  interest  groups.  There 
has  been  a  most  formidable  array  of 
forces  alined  against  this  project.  In 
the  5  years  I  have  been  in  Congress  I 
have  never  seen  a  greater  lobbying  effort 
against  an  individual  project.  The  op¬ 
position  has  been  most  intensive. 

It  is  an  undisputed  fact  that  Maine  is 
the  principal  beneficiary  of  this  project. 
Maine  is  larger  in  size  than  the  rest  of 
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New  England.  I  appeal  to  you  today  on 
behalf  of  my  State  and  its  people. 

I  have  been  in  public  service  for  the 
major  part  of  my  adult  life.  During  this 
time  I  have  spoken  in  behalf  of  a  great 
many  measures  before  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  and  Congress  designed  to  assist 
Maine;  of  all  these  proposals  none  have 
offered  the  potential  that  this  project 
does  for  helping  my  State  grow  and 
prosper. 

The  State  of  Maine  has  the  highest 
power  rates  in  the  Nation.  This  has 
placed  an  intolerable  burden  on  Maine 
families  and  has  seriously  hampered  our 
industrial  effort.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
it  is  the  principal  reason  why  Maine’s 
chief  export  is  its  young  men. 

Some  of  my  friends  raise  the  time¬ 
worn  argument  that  public  power  is  bad 
per  se,  inasmuch  as  the  private  power 
companies  should  do  the  job.  The  an¬ 
swer  to  this  shortsighted  argument — in 
my  State — is  that  private  power  interests 
have  certainly  had  enough  time  to  do  the 
job  and  they  have  failed.  Their  prom¬ 
ises  are  rather  late. 

These  very  same  private  power  in¬ 
terests  now  opposing  this  bill  have  too 
long  strangled  the  economic  growth  of 
my  State. 

It  is  alleged  that  atomic  power  develop¬ 
ment  will  make  hydroelectric  projects 
such  as  this  obsolete.  Yet  the  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  and  the  Department  of  Interior 
do  not  agree  with  this  conclusion. 

By  1980  there  will  be  a  requirement  of 
36  million  kilowatts  in  the  Northeastern 
part  of  North  America,  of  which  4  mil¬ 
lion  kilowatts  will  be  needed  for  peaking 
purposes.  The  State  of  Maine  alone  will 
require  1,750,000  kilowatts.  The  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School  project  could  prove  to  be 
a  valuable  source  of  supply  for  this  pur¬ 
pose  at  that  time — even  with  atomic  de¬ 
velopment. 

It  is  estimated  that  firm  energy  can 
be  delivered  to  Maine  customers  for  7  to 
8  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  compared  with 
present  charges  ranging  up  to  20  mills, 
and  peaking  energy  will  be  available  at 
3  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 

It  seems  significant  to  me  that  this 
project  has  the  support  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States,  of  the  entire  Maine 
congressional  delegation,  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Maine  and  all  the  other  New 
England  Governors,  and  the  Government 
agencies  involved.  The  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  has  stated  that  this  project 
will  produce  lower-cost  power  than  a 
nuclear  alternative. 

In  transmitting  a  report  on  this  proj¬ 
ect  to  Speaker  McCormack,  President 
Johnson  said: 

Authorization  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln  school 
project  and  the  carrying  forward  of  the  other 
recommendations  contained  in  the  report 
is  a  highly  Important  step  in  the  future 
economic  growth  of  the  New  England  area. 

The  President  went  on  to  say  that  it 
would  save  New  England  power  consum¬ 
ers  over  $9  million  annually  compared 
with  present  average  costs,  and  more 
than  $7  million  each  year  compared  with 
costs  of  alternative  new  sources  of  power 
supply. 

I  make  no  claim  of  knowing  what  the 
benefits  may  be  for  the  rest  of  New  Eng- 
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land,  although  it  seems  probable  that 
northern  New  England — Maine,  New 
Hampshire,  and  Vermont — will  benefit 
the  most — and  certainly  Maine  will  bene¬ 
fit  the  most. 

Maine  is  a  great  State  and  I  do  not 
think  it  detracts  from  its  many  attri¬ 
butes  to  state  it  is  not  the  influential 
State  it  once  was. 

There  was  a  time  when  Maine  had  10 
Members  of  this  body.  Today  we  have 
but  two,  my  friend  Bill  Hathaway  on  the 
Democratic  side  of  the  aisle  and  myself 
on  the  Republican  side.  There  was  a 
time  when  Maine  produced  Speakers  of 
the  House,  a  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States,  and  a  nominee  for  President. 
These  days  are  long  past. 

With  the  failure  of  our  population  to 
grow  at  the  rate  of  most  other  States, 
our  influence  waned.  The  largest  single 
factor  responsible  for  the  lack  of  stable 
full-time  job  opportunities  has  been  the 
tremendously  high  power  rate  structure. 

Since  coming  to  Congress  in  1961,  I 
have  supported  public  works  projects  in 
other  States  without  exception,  because 
I  relied  upon  the  individual  to  know  what 
was  necessary  and  feasible  for  his  own 
State.  I  hope  that  Members  will  recipro¬ 
cate  today  in  helping  the  State  of  Maine. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  BALDWIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  fevise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
was  a  reference  made  by  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Wright]  or  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Montana  [Mr.  Olsen]  in  their 
colloquy  as  to  whether  or  not  there  were 
actually  facts  brought  out  at  the  hear¬ 
ing  relative  to  proposing  a  reduction  of 
rates  in  the  New  England  area  if  the 
power  needs  of  that  area  continue  to  be 
provided  by  private  enterprise  in  the 
form  of  investor-owned  public  utilities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  requested  during 
the  hearings  that  testimony  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  committee  on  this  issue, 
and  on  page  536  of  the  printed  hearings 
appears  the  testimony  submitted  to  us  by 
the  investor-owned  private  power  com¬ 
panies  in  New  England,  stating  that  by 
1980  they  intended  to  reduce  the  power 
rates  in  that  area  by  40  percent  and 
they  intended  to  do  so  through  nuclear 
plants. 

Since  the  hearings  I  have  before  me  a 
clipping  from  one  of  the  newspapers  in 
New  England  of  September  8  announcing 
a  contract  for  a  nuclear  energy  plant 
awarded  by  three  of  the  Vestal  private 
utility  companies  in  New  England,  a 
contract  for  $65  million  to  the  General 
Electric  Co.  to  build  a  nuclear  energy 
plant  in  Connecticut,  which  would  pro¬ 
duce  600,000  kilowatts. 

May  I  point  out  that  if  the  $65  million 
contract  for  a  nuclear  energy  plant  is 
going  to  be  constructed  they  will  pro¬ 
duce  600,000  kilowatts.  The  proposed 
public  power  project  proposed  in  this  bill 
at  a  cost  of  a  total  of  $300  million,  count¬ 
ing  the  transmission  lines,  would  pro¬ 
duce  only  794,000  kilowatts.  Therefore, 
this  nuclear  energy  plant  would  produce 
almost  an  equivalent  and  cost  one- 


fourth  of  the  amount  of  the  estimated 
cost  of  the  public  power  facilities  that 
would  be  proposed  by  the  bill  now  before 
us.  Therefore,  I  support  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  I  do  not  see  any 
reason  why  the  taxpayers  of  our  respec¬ 
tive  congressional  districts  should  be 
burdened  with  a  $300  million  cost  when 
we  have  testimony  before  our  committee 
that  the  private  utilities  of  the  area  are 
meeting  the  power  needs  through  the 
letting  of  a  contract  for  a  nuclear  energy 
plant.  Our  best  estimates  are  they  can 
produce  power  that  will  be  even  lower  in 
estimate  made  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

For  this  reason  I  am  in  full  support  of 
the  amendment.  In  view  of  the  antici¬ 
pated  large  deficit  in  our  budget  this 
year  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  spend 
this  large  amount  of  money  up  there. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  I  want  to  say  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman’s  statement.  I  am 
supporting  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  fully  agree  with  the  statements 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Baldwin]  and  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark],  to  the  effect 
that  private  interests  are  ready,  willing, 
and  able  to  take  care  of  the  foreseeable 
power  needs  of  New  England  and  that 
there  is  no  need  for  the  authorization  of 
this  project. 

Particularly  in  Connecticut  is  this  the 
case,  where  our  companies  have  not  only 
established  atomic-powered  plants  to 
produce  electric  energy,  but  have  joined 
with  other  out-of-State  power  producers 
to  create  the  larger  operating  unit  which 
will  be  necessary  to  provide  the  tech¬ 
nology,  the  volume  and  the  lower  cost 
power  that  the  future  will  require. 

One  other  fact  has  not  been  mentioned 
and  that  is  that  the  cost  of  operation  of 
these  private  companies  involves  the 
payment  of  taxes  and  the  contribution  of 
interest  by  the  companies  which  are  also 
paying  dividends  to  thousands  of  stock¬ 
holders  throughout  the  area. 

Finally,  one  might  ask  whether  it  is 
logical  at  this  time  of  enormous  public 
expenditures,  in  a  bill  which  spends  $1.9 
billion  and  in  the  face  of  sharply  mount¬ 
ing  costs  of  carrying  op  the  war  effort  in 
Vietnam  that  we  should  tack  another 
$300  million  on  to  the  taxpayers’  bill. 

(Mr.  COHELAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.)  ^ 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment. 

(Mr.  HATHAWAY  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
members  of  the  Committee,  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  that  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project  be  approved.  This  project  is  lo¬ 
cated  in  my  district  and  of  course  would 
benefit  my  people  considerably.  It  goes 


without  saying  that  the  construction 
alone  would  create  welcome  jobs,  income, 
and  opportunity  for  many  of  the  resi¬ 
dents  of  Maine.  But  the  construction  of 
this  project  would  mean  more  than 
simply  the  creation  of  onsite  benefits. 
Materials  from  every  portion  of  the 
country  would  be  utilized.  In  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Trinity  Dam  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  for  example,  tractors  and  convey¬ 
ors  came  from  Illinois,  tracks  from  In¬ 
diana  and  Pennsylvania,  steel  from 
Ohio,  generators  from  New  York,  cranes, 
shovels,  and  draglines  from  Wisconsin — 
plus  a  myriad  of  products  produced  un¬ 
der  contract  or  subcontract  in  many 
other  States.  The  same  was  true  of  Glen 
Canyon  in  Arizona,  of  Hungry  Horse  in 
Montana,  of  Hartwell  on  the  Savannah 
River — and  it  will  be  'equally  true  of 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  in  Maine.  While 
this  house  approves  construction  of  a 
project  for  Maine,  it  is  also  approving 
it  for  all  America.  In  addition  to  the 
widespread  benefits  resulting  from  the 
construction  the  finished  product  will 
also  be  national  in  scope  because  it  will 
help  fulfill  our  objective  to  reduce  power 
costs  throughout  the  Nation  and  bring  to 
every  comer  of  our  country  a  stimulus 
for  greater  economic  growth.  In  every 
area  where  the  Federal  Government  has 
constructed  hydroelectric  projects  the 
private  as  well  as  the  public  utilities  have 
prospered,  low-cost  power  has  increased 
the  demand  for  power  from  every  source. 
The  creation  of  jobs,  income,  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  have  been  the  direct  result  of 
water  resource  development  in  the  North¬ 
west,  the  Southwest,  and  the  Southeast. 
We  can  justifiably  expect  the  same  for 
this  project  in  the  Northeast,  an  area  far 
from  the  coal,  oil,  and  gas  resources  of 
the  Nation,  where  power  rates  are  the 
highest  in  the  country,  and  where  water 
is  the  prime  natural  resource  for  power. 

Coal,  oil,  and  gas  once  burned  are 
gone  forever.  Nor  is  it  enough  to  say 
that  we  might  replace  them  with  nuclear 
energy.  Grave  problems  of  waste  dis¬ 
posal,  unresolved  questions  concerning 
possible  risk  to  public  health,  and  high 
costs,  all  obscure  the  extent  to  which 
the  country  will  convert  to  nuclear 
power.  I  trust  these  problems  will  be 
solved,  and  I  am  confident  that  the  cost 
of  nuclear  fuels  will  be  reduced,  but 
hydroelectric  generators  may  well  re¬ 
main  our  best  source  of  power,  because 
falling  water  is  free. 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  is 
an  integral  part  of  the  omnibus  rivers 
and  harbors  bill  for  water  resource  de¬ 
velopment  throughout  the  country.  It  is 
no  more  equitable  to  strike  this  project 
than  to  strike  any  of  the  other  143  proj¬ 
ects  in  this  bill.  The  entire  parcel  has 
been  carefully  considered  by  the  Public 
Works  Committee  and  that  committee 
in  presenting  this  bill  is  presenting  us 
with  an  answer  to  a  national  problem. 
Like  the  elementary  and  secondary  edu¬ 
cation  bill,  the  Higher  Education  Act, 
the  omnibus  housing  bill,  and  the  omni¬ 
bus  farm  bill  and  many  other  pieces  of 
legislation  which  we  have  passed  at  this 
session,  this  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
bill  is  national  in  scope  and  should  be 
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kept  intact  in  order  to  accomplish  its 
objective  of  providing  nationwide  water 
resource  development. 

Over  60  years  ago  Senator  J.  H.  Gal- 
linger,  of  New  Hampshire,  rose  to  voice 
his  support  of  the  Reclamation  Act  of 
1902.  His  support  was  based,  he  said, 
on  the  fact  that  development  of  the 
West  would  add  to  the  development  of 
the  entire  Nation.  Since  1902  water  re¬ 
source  development  west  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  has  totaled  $11.2  billion.  In  the 
Southeast  the  Federal  investment  has 
totaled  $5.5  billion.  In  New  England, 
however,  water  resource  development  in¬ 
vestment  has  been  only  $413  million. 
The  authorization  of  this  project  will 
make  the  total  investment  since  1902  still 
less  than  $1  billion  but  it  will  be  a  giant 
step  toward  providing  low-cost  power  to 
every  part  of  our  Nation. 

Mr.  AT  .BERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  distinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  commend  our  distin¬ 
guished  colleague  on  the  fine  statement 
he  is  making,  and  I  commend  him  for  the 
hard  fight  and  the  hard  work  he  has 
put  into  this  matter.  The  development 
of  the  resources  of  the  State  of  Maine 
is  important  to  all  the  country,  and  I 
think  most  of  the  country  will  support 
the  gentleman  in  the  advocacy  of  this 
project. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  I  thank  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  concluding  my  re¬ 
marks  let  me  simply  say  this. 

If  the  residents  on  one  side  of  Main 
Street  in  your  home  town  were  paying 
$10  a  month  for  power  while  the  people 
on  the  other  side  of  the  street  were  pay¬ 
ing  $30  a  month  for  power  you  would 
think  it  was  ridiculous.  In  this  day  and 
age  it  is  just  as  ridiculous  for  the  people 
of  Portland,  Oreg.,  to  be  paying  less  than 
one-half  the  amount  for  electricity  than 
the  people  of  Portland,  Maine,  are  cur¬ 
rently  charged. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  announced  that  the  noes  had  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Clark  and 
Mr.  Blatnik. 

The  Committee  divided. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  On  this  vote  by  tel¬ 
lers,  the  ayes  are  100,  noes  99. 

The  Chair  votes  in  the  negative. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words 
for  the  purpose  of  asking  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  IMr.  Blatnik] 
what  the  leadership’s  plans  in  regard  to 
the  pending  bill  are.  We  on  this  side  are 
prepared  to  act  on  the  bill  today,  if  pos¬ 
sible.  I  understand  now  that  it  may 
be  put  over  until  tomorrow.  The  mem¬ 
bership  would  like  to  know. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  There  are  some  en¬ 
gagements  which  a  number  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  are  committed  or  ob¬ 
ligated  to  attend  this  evening.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  the  leadership  on 
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both  sides  strongly  endorse  the  proposal 
that  the  Committee  rise  around  6  o’clock. 
So  if  the  gentleman  has  no  objection,  I 
am  prepared  to  make  a  motion  that  the 
Committee  now  do  rise,  and  we  shall  re¬ 
turn  at  noon  tomorrow. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  make  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Is  it  proper  for  the 
Chair  to  make  a  tie  or  to  break  a  tie, 
from  a  parliamentary  standpoint,  on  a 
teller  vote? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rules,  the 
Chair  can  vote  to  make  or  break  a  tie, 
the  Chair  informs  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  was  my  recol¬ 
lection.  I  believe  I  lost  an  amendment 
that  way  a  couple  of  years  ago.  I  wanted 
to  make  sure,  for  the  record 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Chairman  if  we  are  going  to  continue 
tonight  or  not.  I  should  think,  in  view 
of  what  has  transpired  in  the  last  couple 
of  weeks,  we  should  go  ahead  and  finish 
our  business.  We  have  been  incon¬ 
venienced  many  times.  Let  us  keep  on 
doing  it. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  We  are  prepared — I 
certainly  am;  and,  in  fact,  all  of  the 
Committee  Members  are — to  go  ahead, 
but  I  believe  in  all  fairness  to  Members 
who,  by  coincidence,  have  a  serious  con¬ 
flict  with  obligations,  we  should  not.  Let 
me  make  the  statement  that  I  am  pre¬ 
pared  to  move  that  the  Committee  rise 
now.  I  shall  not  at  this  moment.  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  are  over  the  hump.  There  are 
probably  four  amendments  of  any  sub¬ 
stance  left. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned  we  are 
here.  We  are  prepared  to  go  ahead  and 
finish  the  bill.  There  seems  to  be  a  great 
demand  for  these  bills  at  this  time.  We 
have  an  opportunity  to  finish  this  bill 
today.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  have 
had  a  number  of  requests  on  this  side 
that  we  finish  the  bill  today.  If  the 
gentleman  wishes,  so  far  as  we  are  con¬ 
cerned,  we  are  ready  to  go  ahead  and 
finish  it. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mi'.  Chairman,  I 
move  that  the  Committee  do  now  rise. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  tire  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Blatnik 
and  Mr.  Cramer. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  130,  noes 
72. 

So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Rostenkowski,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 


bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes,  had  come  to  no  re¬ 
solution  thereon. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
rfyay  have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  just 
under  discussion. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  Request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 


\  CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  TENZER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  mil- 
call  No.  313  I  answered  to  my  name  on  the 
first  call\and  then  left  the  Chamber.  I 
have  examined  the  Record  and  find  I 
was  not  recorded.  Since  I  did  answer  the 
call  and  did  vote  “aye,”  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  and 
Journal  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to/ 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York?  \  J 

There  was  ndiobjection.  / 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION  / 

Mr.  VIGORITCn  Mr.  Speaker,  onSep- 
tember  17  I  was  absent  due  to  official 
business,  the  dedication  of  the  Shqnango 
Valley  Dam  in  Mercer  County,  Pa/  Con¬ 
sequently  I  missed  rollcall  No.  307.  If  I 
had  been  present,  l\  would  have  voted 
“no.”  \  / 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  GURNEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
noted  that  on  rollcall  No.A>62on  Septem¬ 
ber  7,  1965,  I  am  recorder  as  not  voting. 
I  was  present  and  voted  yyea.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  and  Journal  be  corrected  accord¬ 
ingly.  /  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida?  j  \ 

There  was  no  objection.  \ 


CHRYSLER  CORP.  ANNOUNCES 
PRICE  INCREASES  FOR\  1966 
MODELS  /  \ 

(Mr.  VANIK  ashed  and  was  givern  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  minute 
and  to  revise  and/extend  his  remarksA 
Mr.  VANIK.  /Mr.  Speaker,  in  today’s 
newspapers  thaf  Chrysler  Corp.  has  an¬ 
nounced  its  new  price  schedule  for  the 
1966  models.  /By  coincidence,  which  A 
consider  more/  planned  than  strange,  tha 
increase  is  /just  about  equal  to  the' 
amount  of  the  excise  tax  reduction  which 
was  voted  /  by  this  Congress  several 
months  ago. 

The  explanation  of  the  corporation  is 
that  this  added  price  includes  the  cost  of 
safety  devices.  When  these  safety  de¬ 
vices  are  installed  on  all  the  automobiles 
produced  by  the  manufacturer,  the  actu¬ 
al  cost/to  the  company  will  be  about  $22 
to  $2 Y per  car.  It  looks  as  though  the 
manufacturers  contemplate  an  extra 
profit  of  $45  to  $70  per  automobile.  If 
all  of  the  other  manufacturers  agree  to 
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^./GHLIGHTS :  House  received  conference  report  on  poverty,  bill .  Rep.  Findley- 
criticized  sugar  program,  ^nate  debated  foreign  aid  appropriation  bill. 


HOUSE 

la  POVERTY,  Recer/ed  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  8283,  to  expand  the  irar  on 

poverty  and  enhance  the  effectiveness  of  programs  under  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act  (H.  Rent,  1061)^  which  the  House  is  to  act  upon  today,  pp.  23784-8,  D953 

2,  SUGAR.  Rj£p,  Findley  criticized  the  sugar  program  and  particularly  tnQ  sugar  bill, 
H.  R.  34135.  pp*  23800-3,  23805-7 


3*  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS;  FLOOD  CONTROL,  Passed  with  amendments  S.  2300,  the  rivers- 
and-harbors  and  flood-control  bill.  pp.  23762-84 

4*  EXHIBITIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  9247,  to  provide  for  U«  S.  participa 
/  tion  in  the  HemisFair  1968  Exposition  to  be  held  at  San  Antonio,  Tex„ppo23788-^93 
/  Passed,  254-113,  as-  reported7  H.  R.  30,  to  provide  for  U.  S.  participa 

tion  in  the  Inter -American  Cultural  and  Trade  Center  in  Dade  County,  Fla,  pp. 
23788-9,  23793-800 


!*  WATERSHEDS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  Committee  approved  various  water¬ 
shed-project  reports  for  full  committee  action,  p.  D953 


6.  RQADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S#  2084,  to  provide 
for  scenic  development  and  road  beautification  of  the  Federal-aid  highway/sys- 
terns  (H.  Kept.  1084).  p.  23832 


7,  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep*  Schmidhauser  spoke  on  "Iowa’s  stake  in  the  expory  trade " 
pp.  23821-4. 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R  /  7723,  to 
suspend  the  tariff  on  importation  of  certain  tropical  hardwoods  /H,  Rept.  1075). 
p.  23832 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not"  actually  report) 
H.  R.  11029,  amended,  relating  to  tariff  treatment  of  certain  woven  fabrics  of 
vegetable  fibers,  .except  cotton,  p.  D954 


8»  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep,  Ottinger  inserted  and  commended  yh  article,  "Why  Not  Bury 
Powerlines?"  pp.  23826-8 


9.  DEHT  LEVEL.  Rep.  Curtis  expressed  concemabout  the,  debt  level  in  our  economy 
inserted  an  article,  "Liquidity  and  Debt."  pp.  23 815—19 


SENATE 


10.  FOREIGN  AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Be£an Rebate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10871. 
pp.  23908-9 


11.  NATIONAL  PARKS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  H.  R.  9417,  to  revise  /the  boundary  of  Jewel  Cave  National  Monument, 
S.  Dak.  (S.  Rept.  766).  p.  23836 


12. 


TRADE  FAIRS.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  imported  with  amendment  S.  2167, 
to  provide  for  U.  S.  participation  in  the  HemisFair  1968  exposition  in  San 
Antonio,  Tex.  (S.  Rept.  y767) .  p.  23836  ^ 


13. 


STOCKPILING.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  voted  to  report 
to  the  full  committed  H.  R.  6852  (amended),  to  authorize  disposal  of  about 
47  million  pounds  bf  abaca  from  the  national  stockpileNdithout  the  6-month 
waiting  period;  R.  R.  10516,  to  authorize  the  disposal  or. vegetable  tannin 
extracts  from  the  national  stockpile;  H.  R.  10714,  to  authorize  the  disposal 
of  coleman it e/from  the  supplemental  stockpile;  and  H.  R.  10*15,  to  authorize 
the  disposal/ of  chemical  grade  chronite  from  the  supplementaI\stockpile. 
p.  D951 


14. 


SUGAR.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Finance  Committee  announced  that 
it  would  "hold  hearings  on  Tuesday  and  Wednesday,  September  28  and  R9,  on 
H.  R/  11135,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act,  if  this  bill  has  passed  the  Hovjse  by 
that  date."  p.  D951 


15. 


WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement^  on 
the  following  watersheds:  Zeigler  Creek,  Nebr.;  Elko,  Nev. ;  Swan  Quarter, 

N.  C. ;  Frogville  Creek,  Okla. ;  and  Chocolate,  Little  Chocolate,  and  Lynn 
Bayou,  Tex.;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee.  Bayou  Boeuf,  Mauch 
Chunk  Creek,  Pa. ;  Middle  Creek,  Pa. ;  to  Public  Works  Committee,  pp.  23835-36 
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\ouse  of  Representative 


The  House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Brasaamp, 
D.D.,  used  this  verse  of  Scripture:  Pskhns 
95:2':  Let  us  come  into  His  presence  vMh 
thanksgiving. 

Almighty  God,  during  the  hours  of  the' 
new  day,  may  we  be  aware  of  Thy  pres¬ 
ence,  filling  our  minds  and  hearts  with 
Thy  peace  and  power  and  may  Thy  love 
always  be  with  us  to  guard  and  guide  us 
in  the  ways  which  are  well  pleasing  unto 
Thee. 

May  we  feel  how  solemn  and  wonderful 
it  is  to  live  daily  under  Thy  kind  and 
beneficent  providence  which  will  never 
leave  us  uncared  for  and  unprotected  and 
unnourished. 

Grant  that  our  whole  life  may  be  a 
pursuit  of  the  best  not  only  for  ourselves 
but  especially  also  for  the  needy  members 
of  the  human  family  who  may  be  finding 
the  struggle  of  life  so  very  difficult. 

In  these  strange  times  when  confused 
cries  are  echoing  through  the  world,  may 
we  hear  and  heed  Thy  voice  proclaiming 
the  eternal  values  and  bidding  us  to  be 
strong  and  steadfast  in  the  faith. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  ye§ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks yannounced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  a  bill  of  th^House  of  the 
following  title: 

H.R.  2414.  An  act  to  /Authorize  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  to  convey 
certain  lands  situated/ln  the  State  of  Oregon 
to  the  city  of  Rosebgrg,  Oreg. 

The  message/also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees/to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  ov  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
9221)  entitled  “An  act  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and 
fovother  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
'''Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  of  the 


House  to  Senate  amendments  Nos.  8,  10, 
24,  62. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
.votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amen^ 
lents  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (1 
8IH5)  entitled  “An  act  to  authorise  a 
corkribution  by  the  United  States/wi  the 
International  Committee  of  tjne  Red 
Cross/1 

The  dressage  also  announce  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report/of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  theNtwo  Houses/on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  theNSenate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
10323)  entitled \*An  .act  making  appro¬ 
priations  for  miHtgry  construction  for 
the  Department  orOefense  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  Juxye  30\1966,  and  for  other 
purposes.’ 

The  message  also  anhounced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of /Conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of/the  two  Houses  on\he  amend¬ 
ments /f  the  House  to  the  bilIVS.  4)  en¬ 
titled' “An  act  to  amend  thev  Federal 
Wafer  Pollution  Control  Ast,  as 
amended,  to  establish  the  Federal  Water 
’ollution  Control  Administrations,  to 
'provide  grants  for  research  and  develop¬ 
ment,  to  increase  grants  for  construction 
of  municipal  sewage  treatment  works,' N 
to  authorize  the  establishment  of  stand¬ 
ards  of  water  quality  to  aid  in  prevent¬ 
ing,  controlling,  and  abating  pollution  of 
interstate  waters,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  bills  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested: 

S.  1357.  An  act  to  revise  existing  bail  prac¬ 
tices  in  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  for 
other  purposes: 

S.  1758.  An  aot  to  provide  for  the  right  of 
persons  to  be  represented  in  matters  before 
Federal  agencies;  and 

S.  1826.  An  act  to  amend  title  V  of  the  In¬ 
ternational  Claims  Settlement  Act  of  1949 
relating  to  certain  claims  against  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Cuba. 


PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  September  7, 1  was  necessarily  absent 
because  of  a  death  in  my  family  and  I 


missed  certain  rollcall  votes.  I  would 
lik/e  to  have  the  Record  indicate  my  posi- 
>n  on  each  of  these  issues.  Had  I  been 
iresent  I  would  have  voted  as  follows: 

H.R.  8439,  motion  to  table  previous 
motion  on  H.R.  8439,  rollcall  No.  262: 
“Yea.” 

H.R.  10775,  rollcall  No.  263:  “Yea.” 
H.R.  168,  rollcall  No.  264:  “Yea.” 
Senate  Joint  Resolution  102,  rollcall 
No.  265:  “Yea.” 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  CHAMBERLAIN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  rollcall  No.  281  I  am  recorded  as  not 
voting.  I  was  present  and  voted  “nay.” 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  per¬ 
manent  Record  and  Journal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  DEVINE.  Mr.  Speaker,  Members 
of  Congress  have  some  family  responsi¬ 
bilities  from  time  to  time.  On  Monday 
last  I  found  it  necessary  to  take  a 
daughter  to  college  in  the  Speaker’s 
State.  As  a  result  thereof,  I  missed  roll- 
jails  309  and  310. 

.Mr,  Speaker,  had  I  been  present  I 
wcVld  have  voted  “yea”  in  each  instance. 

Speaker,  I  wish  the  Record  to  so 
indicate. 

liL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HAL\.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  ora^r  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 


Evidently  a  quorum 
r.  Speaker,  I  move  a 


The  SPEAKI 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT, 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 

[Roll  No.  314] 


Anderson,  Ill. 
Andrews, 
George  W. 
Andrews, 
Glenn 


Ashley 

Ayres 

Bolton 

Bonner 

Bow 


Brock 

Burton,  Utah 
Colmer' 
Dlckinsofi 
Diggs 


23761 


3762 
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DOWN 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Scott 

Farnsley 

Lindsay  / 

Senner 

Fino  N. 

McEwen / 

Springer 

Foley  \ 

Martin/Ala. 

Stephens 

Frelinghuyser 

Martin,  Mass. 

Stratton 

Giaimo 

\M  filer 

Tenzer 

Hanna 

Moorhead 

Thomas 

Harris 

O'Brien 

Thompson,  Tex 

Herlong 

/  O’Hara,  HI. 

ToU 

Hicks  / 

Passman 

Watson 

Holifield 

Redlin  \ 

Willis 

Holland/ 

Resnick  \ 

Hosmjrf 

Roosevelt 

The  SPEAKER.  On  tl 

ife  rollcall  378 

iembers  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with 

RIVERS,  HARBORS,  AND  FLOOD 
CONTROL 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preser¬ 
vation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OF  THE  WHOLE 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  bill  S.  2300,  with  Mr. 
Rostenkowski  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Commit¬ 
tee  rose  on  yesterday  the  Clerk  had  read 
through  title  II  of  the  committee  sub¬ 
stitute,  ending  on  line  24,  page  77. 

Are  there  further  amendments  to  title 
II? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  NELSEN 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Nelsen:  On 
page  68,  after  line  22  insert  the  following  new 
section : 

“Sec.  207.  That  the  project  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  on  the  Minnesota  River  at  Mankato 
and  North  Mankato,  Minnesota,  authorized 
in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1958  (Public  Law  85-500,  72  Stat.  297)  is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  credit  local  interests  against 
their  required  contribution  to  such  project 
for  any  work  done  by  such  interests  on  such 
project  after  April  1,  1965,  if  he  approves 
such  work  as  being  in  accordance  with  such 
project  as  authorized.” 

Renumber  succeeding  sections  and  refer¬ 
ence  thereto  accordingly. 

(Mi-.  NELSEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
my  colleague  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blat- 
nik]  will  give  me  his  attention.  I  re¬ 
ceived  a  call  from  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  and  it  was  called  to  my  atten¬ 
tion  that  the  last  several  lines  of  my  orig¬ 
inal  amendment  were  objected  to.  How¬ 
ever,  the  first  part  of  it — the  amendment 
that  was  discussed  yesterday — was  found 
to  be  satisfactory  and  a  precedent  did 
exist  similar  to  it. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  NELSEN.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  or¬ 
der  to  save  time,  the  committee  is  fully 
familiar  with  the  project  about  which 
the  gentleman  speaks,  as  the  gentleman 
knows,  and  is  most  sympathetic. 

Do  we  have  it  correctly  understood 
that  in  the  gentlemen’s  amendment  he 
is  dropping  and  deleting  the  originally 
proposed  latter  part  which  deals  with 
the  excess  cost,  in  case  of  excess,  of  re¬ 
quired  local  contributions  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  be  authorized  to 
reimburse  such  local  interests  for  all 
amounts  in  excess  of  such  required  con¬ 
tributions? 

Do  I  understand  the  gentleman  is  de¬ 
leting  that  language  in  his  proposed 
amendment? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Yes;  in  keeping  with 
the  request  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
I  have  deleted  this  part.  I  hope  the  first 
part  will  cover  it.  I  realize  that  it  would 
be  unwise  to  press  for  something  un¬ 
acceptable  to  the  committee  and  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  for  his 
concurrence  in  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment  as  the  gentleman 
presents  it,  which  omits  the  point  that 
had  been  giving  us  difficulties.  The 
amendment  is  satisfactory  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  agrees  to  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  would  be  glad  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Would  the  gentleman 
indicate  what  language  is  being  strick¬ 
en? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  The  language  which 
appears  in  the  middle  of  the  paragraph 
beginning  with  “if  the  costs  to  local  in¬ 
terests” — and  then  from  there  on  strike 
the  rest  of  the  original  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  the  gentleman’s  request 
conforms  then  to  the  type  of  action  our 
committee  has  taken  in  other  instances 
in  a  similar  situation  and  does  not  thus 
give  preference  to  this  project  over  other 
projects? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  It  is  my  understanding 
there  is  a  precedent  for  this  and  I  believe 
it  is  fully  justified.  I  am  sure  there 
will  be  no  objection  in  the  Congress  to 
later  coming  through  with  the  necessary 
appropriations  for  the  project. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  he  made  a  most  con¬ 
vincing  presentation  yesterday  on  the 
floor  of  the  House.  I  consider  this  a 
most  unique  situation  relative  to  this 
project  and  for  that  reason  insofar  as 
this  side  of  the  aisle  is  concerned  we  too 
accept  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Nelsen]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

(Mr.  JOELSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
Representative  of  a  district  plagued  by 
a  persistent  drought,  I  certainly  hope 
that  the  Congress  on  ultimate  passage 
will  retain  title  I  which  deals  with 


the  problem  of  water  supply  in  the 
northeastern  part  of  our  Nation.  I  urge 
my  colleagues  in  this  House  as  well  as 
the  other  body  not  to  abandon  a  vitally 
important  section  of  our  country  to  the 
vagaries  of  unpredictable  nature. 

As  paradoxical  as  it  may  sound,  the 
provision  in  the  bill  may  at  the  same  time 
solve  the  problem  of  the  water  shortage 
which  is  haunting  us  now  and  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  floods  which  has  vexed  us  in  the 
past. 

By  allowing  the  U.S.  Army  Engineers 
to  plan  for  the  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  major  reservoirs  by 
the  United  States,  we  will  be  taking  a 
giant  step  forward  in  the  age-old  battle 
against  the  devastation  of  the  elements. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BALDWIN 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Baldwin:  Page 
58,  line  13,  strike  out  "$133,548,000”  and  all 
that  follows  down  through  and  including  the 
period  on  line  2  of  page  59,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  “$88,402,000,  ex¬ 
cept  that  pump  storage  power  development 
is  not  authorized  to  be  constructed  at  such 
project.” 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  make  a  modification 
in  the  project  which  is  authorized  on 
page  58  of  the  bill,  called  the  Rowlesburg 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  W.  Va. 
This  would  simply  eliminate  the  author¬ 
ization  to  build  a  public  power  facility 
as  a  portion  of  this  project.  The  project 
is  economically  feasible  without  it.  The 
flood  control  aspects  and  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  flood  control  reservoir  are  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible  without  the  public 
power  facility.  This  would  simply  strike 
that  facility. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  note  that  an 
application  has  been  pending  before  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  by  a  public 
utility  in  the  area,  the  Monongahela 
Power  Co.,  for  a  permit  to  construct  a 
powerplant  on  this  river  in  this  general 
location.  Not  only  has  this  application 
been  pending  before  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  but  since  our  hearings  in  the 
last  month  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  has  issued  an  order.  I  hold  a  copy 
of  it  in  my  hand.  This  relates  to  the  Mo¬ 
nongahela  Power  Co.  application  and 
awards  the  company  a  24-month  pre¬ 
liminary  permit  to  study  the  proposed 
380,000  kilowatt  pump  storage  project  on 
this  river  in  West  Virginia. 

Since  the  permit  is  not  only  pending 
for  construction,  but  a  preliminary  per¬ 
mit  has  now  been  granted  for  the  24- 
month  study,  it  seems  to  me  it  would  be 
inappropriate  for  us  at  this  time  while 
the  study  is  now  authorized  and  in  proc¬ 
ess  to  authorize  the  expenditure  of  $45 
million  of  Federal  funds  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  public  power  facility  that 
will  not  be  necessary  if  this  private 
powerplant  is  built. 

In  the  Senate  an  amendment  was  ap¬ 
proved  which  has  the  wording  that  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  House  bill  that  states,  and 
I  read  from  the  House  bill : 

Provided,  That  the  power  features  of  this 
project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  such 
time  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has 


September  22,  1965  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  23763 


completed  action  on  any  applications  that 
may  be  pending  before  that  agency  for  pri¬ 
vate  development  of  the  pumped-storage  fa¬ 
cility  of  the  project: 

The  committee  wording  goes  on  with 
this  further  proviso: 

Provided  further.  That  should  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  act  in  the  affirmative  on 
any  pending  applications,  the  authority  for 
such  project  shall  not  include  Federal  power 
features  and  the  estimated  cost  of  such  proj¬ 
ect  shall  be  $88,402,000:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  dismisses  any  pending  applica¬ 
tions,  Federal  construction  of  such  pumped- 
storage  power  facilities  is  hereby  authorized 
and  approved. 

The  language  therefore  goes  ahead  and 
approves  now  the  Federal  construction  of 
a  Federal  power  facility  if  the  FPC  does 
not  grant  an  application  for  a  private 
power  facility.  This  would  authorize  a 
Federal  power  facility  if  the  FPC  does  not 
act.  I  think  we  are  prejudicing  the  case 
before  the  FPC  if  we  approve  a  law  to¬ 
day  that  gives  definite  approval  to  a  pub¬ 
lic  power  facility  if  the  FPC  does  not  act 
favorably  on  the  final  construction  per¬ 
mit. 

It  seems  to  me  we  should  defer  any 
such  decision  and  give  the  FPC  a  clear 
right  to  make  a  ruling  without  having 
any  legislation  that  says  we  automati¬ 
cally  have  authorized  a  Federal  power 
facility  if  the  FPC  does  not  grant  this 
private  permit. 

For  this  reason  my  motion  would  just 
strike  out  the  Federal  cost  for  Federal 
construction  of  the  power  facility  and 
simply  authorizes  the  other  aspects  of 
the  project,  including  flood  control.  In¬ 
cidentally,  it  would  save  $45  million 
which  I  am  sure  our  Federal  taxpayers 
would  be  very  happy  to  have  us  say  that 
we  could  save. 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  KEE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KEE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  arise  to 
oppose  this  amendment. 

The  proposed  authorization  of  this 
project  has  been  criticized  because  it 
would  provide  authorization  for  Federal 
construction  of  the  power  features  in 
the  event  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
dismisses  any  pending  applications.  It 
is  contended  that  no  Federal  authoriza¬ 
tion  should  be  provided  if  private  inter¬ 
ests  are  taking  active  measures  to  con¬ 
struct  the  project. 

In  this  connection,  it  is  to  be  noted 
that  the  language  in  the  present  bill 
places  no  restriction  in  the  way  of  pri¬ 
vate  development  other  than  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion — a  step  required  in  the  case  of  any 
project  licensed  by  the  Federal  Power 
Commission.  In  fact,  the  act  gives  pri¬ 
ority  to  the  private  developer  and  no  con¬ 
sideration  could  be  given  to  Federal  con¬ 
struction  of  the  power  facilities  unless 
and  until  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
dismisses  any  pending  application.  The 
Federal  Power  Commission  has,  in  fact, 
granted  a  temporary  permit  to  the  Mo- 
nongahela  Power  Co.  to  study  private 
power  development. 

The  bill  would  insure  full  comprehen¬ 
sive  development  of  the  Rowlesburg  site. 


including  construction  of  the  power  fa¬ 
cilities  by  either  a  private  developer  un¬ 
der  Federal  Power  Commission  license, 
or  if  this  is  not  done,  by  the  Federal 
Government.  There  is  no  reason  to  delay 
Federal  authorization  at  this  time.  If, 
for  one  reason  or  another,  the  power  was 
not  developed  by  a  private  developer 
there  would  be  a  subsequent  delay  in 
obtaining  Federal  authorization. 

If  the  pov/er  facilities  are  not  con¬ 
structed  concurrently  with  construction 
of  the  Federal  dam  and  reservoir  it  will 
be  necessary  for  the  Government  to  in¬ 
clude  an  intake  and  tunnel  stub  at  a 
cost  of  $iy2  million  to  permit  the  later 
addition  of  power  either  by  the  private 
developer  or  the  Government.  To  avoid 
excessive  costs,  this  must  be  done  before 
the  reservoir  is  filled.  Such  initial  costs 
will  be  repaid  by  the  private  developer, 
but  in  all  likelihood  will  be  sunk  costs 
and  never  recovered  if  the  private  devel¬ 
oper  should  back  out  and  there  is  no 
Federal  authorization  for  power  con¬ 
struction.  The  Government  could  insure 
recovery  of  these  initial  costs  under  the 
terms  of  the  bill.  If  the  private  developer 
is  indeed  sincere  in  making  the  applica¬ 
tion  and  is  not  making  it  primarily  as  a 
device  to  forestall  the  development  of 
public  power  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  he 
can  object  to  the  inclusion  of  provisions 
for  Federal  authorization. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  this 
amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEE.  I  yield  to  my  distinguished 
colleague  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  In  this  project,  if 
it  is  constructed,  coal  will  be  used,  will  it 
not,  to  produce  electricity? 

Mr.  KEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  And  instead  of  elec¬ 
tric  energy  produced  solely  by  water¬ 
power,  we  will  use  up  at  least  1  kilowatt 
of  energy  produced  by  coal  for  every 
kilowatt  of  energy  obtained  from  the 
hydroelectric  generators?  The  energy 
produced  by  coal  will  be  used  to  pump  the 
water  about  a  thousand  feet  up  hill  to 
the  reservoir  for  the  hydroelectric  gen¬ 
erator? 

Mr.  KEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  would  like  to  as¬ 
sure  the  gentleman  in  the  well  that  I 
have  been  assured  by  the  head  of  the 
utility  company  that  proposes  to  build 
this  project  and  that  has  made  applica¬ 
tion  to  build  it,  that  if  the  application  is 
approved,  100  percent  union  coal  will  be 
used  at  the  Rowlesburg  plant. 

Mr.  KEE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  just  wanted  to 
make  it  clear  that  by  building  the 
project,  we  will  be  using  coal,  the  one 
thing  that  we  have  in  abundance  in  the 
State  of  West  Virginia,  to  produce  the 
electricity  and  that  by  doing  that  we  will 
be  developing  the  whole  area  econom¬ 
ically  and  we  will  be  bringing  in  more  in¬ 
dustry  and  that  we  will  be  using  our  nat¬ 
ural  products  and  resources.  Also  it  will 
be  the  first  attack  on  poverty  in  a  direct 
and  positive  way  that  we  have  ever  had 
in  our  area. 

Further  I  want  to  point  out  that  this 
is  the  only  major  project  I  know  of  that 
has  ever  been  proposed  to  be  constructed 
in  the  State  of  West  Virginia. 


Mr.  KEE.  My  colleague  is  correctly 
stating  the  situation. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  For  that  reason  I 
want  to  be  sure  that  this  project  is  ap¬ 
proved  and  the  only  way  we  can  do  it  is 
by  assuring  that  public  power  stands  in 
the  background  in  case  this  permit  is  not 
issued  by  the  Public  Power  Commission 
and  also  if  the  utility  is  dilatory  in  con¬ 
structing  the  facility  once  license  has 
been  granted.  We  want  to  be  absolutely 
sure  that  West  Virginia  is  not  deprived 
of  this  vital  project  because  of  the  failure 
or  inability  of  private  industry  to  act 
promptly. 

Mr.  KEE.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  think  it 
should  be  pointed  out  to  the  committee 
that  this  project  has  a  benefit  cost  ratio 
of  2.1  to  1.  Let  us  examine  the  report 
and  see  if  that  is  concurred  in  by  the 
Federal  agencies  and  the  State.  On 
page  40  of  the  report,  the  statement  is 
made  as  follows: 

COMMENTS  OP  THE  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Department  of  the  Interior:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Agriculture:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare:  Favorable. 

Federal  Power  Commission:  Favorable. 

Department  of  Commerce:  Favorable. 

State  of  West  Virginia:  Favorable. 

Therefore,  we  see  that  all  these  State 
and  Federal  agencies  and  the  State  of 
West  Virginia  are  in  favor  of  this  project 
that  is  being  discussed  here  today. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Very  briefly,  I  am  hopeful  that  we  can 
get  to  final  consideration  of  these 
amendments  to  the  bill  this  afternoon. 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
very  clearly  explained  why  he  feels  that 
unless  this  amendment  is  adopted  that 
the  Federal  Power  Commission,  which 
presently  has  issued  a  preliminary  license 
to  the  private  enterprise  development,  is 
likely,  on  final  consideration  to  be 
prejudiced  by  the  action  of  this  Congress 
in  authorizing  the  project  as  a  possible 
function  at  taxpayers’  expense.  I  agree 
with  the  gentleman  from  California 
wholeheartedly. 

I  believe  that  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  is  a 
most  reasonable  one.  It  is  most  reason¬ 
able  considering  the  circumstances  of  the 
consideration  which  will  be  given,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  majority’s  report  on  S. 
2300,  next  year,  on  an  annual  basis,  of 
these  omnibus  bills.  By  that  time,  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  will  have  had 
a  reasonable  opportunity  to  act.  There 
will  be  no  delay  in  the  matter,  and  the 
matter  can  be  considered  next  year. 

I  refer  to  page  2  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port,  where  the  following  statement 
appears : 

The  committee  intends  to  report  an 
omnibus  bill  every  year  hereafter  rather 
than  every  2  to  4  years. 

So  I  suggest  that  the  question  will  be 
considered  on  its  merits  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission,  construction  will  not 
be  prejudiced,  and  the  taxpayers’  burden 
of  paying  the  cost  will  not  be  prejudiced. 
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Under  those  circumstances,  it  is  logical 
and  reasonable  to  agree  to  the  amend¬ 
ment.  The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Baldwin!  sat  through  and  heard 
all  the  hearings  on  this  subject.  His 
amendment  would  give  the  Commission 
an  opportunity  to  act  on  the  private  de¬ 
velopment  aspects,  which  it  already  has 
done  preliminarily. 

I  understand  that  there  is  some  argu¬ 
ment  that  perhaps  private  enterprise  will 
not  push  it  hard  enough.  It  seems  to  me 
that  private  enterprise  has  pushed  it 
hard  enough  to  get  a  preliminary  license, 
and,  it  seems  to  me,  they  have  shown 
good  faith  and  intent  to  go  ahead  with 
the  project.  I  cannot  undertsand  why 
our  committee  insists  on  prejudicing  the 
private  development  of  that  power  by 
inserting  in  the  bill  proposed  language 
which  indicates  that  if  they  do  not  act 
on  the  project,  then  the  Congress  will 
authorize  a  public  project.  That  is  not 
the  way  to  do  it.  I  do  not  want  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission  so  prejudiced. 

I  hope  that  the  amendment  will  be 
9i^r6G(i  to. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  STAGGERS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman  and 
Members  of  the  Congress,  my  colleague 
from  California,  my  good  friend  and  col¬ 
league  from  Florida  and  I  are  not  neces¬ 
sarily  in  disagreement  on  this  issue.  It 
is  highly  important  to  me — and  to  my 
State — that  this  project  be  undertaken, 
and  I  want  insurance  that  it  will  be  un¬ 
dertaken.  As  the  gentlemen  know,  and 
as  the  Congress  knows,  the  proposal  here 
is  only  an  authorization.  If  the  private 
power  company  goes  ahead — and  I  know 
they  will  go  ahead,  unless  some  unfor- 
seen  circumstances  intervenes — there 
will  be  no  question  that  the  project  will 
be  built  and  operated  by  the  private 
power  company.  I  can  see  no  harm  in 
authorizing  it.  The  House  committee 
saw  no  harm  in  authorizing  it  after  pro¬ 
longed  debate. 

I  remember  that  before  final  conclusion 
was  reached,  a  preliminary  permit  to  the 
utility  company  had  been  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  House  committee. 

Many  things  might  happen  in  the  next 
year  or  two,  when  the  project  should  be 
in  process  of  construction.  Then,  if  the 
private  power  company  does  not  built  it, 
and  this  public  construction  provision  is 
eliminated  from  the  bill,  we  would  have 
to  come  back  here  and  ask  again  for  au¬ 
thorization  for  public  construction,  thus 
delaying  action  for  an  unreasonable  time. 

If  this  project  is  authorized,  as  sub¬ 
mitted,  there  will  never  be  any  money 
appropriated.  There  will  never  be  a  re¬ 
quest  for  it. 

As  to  the  fears  of  my  friend  from 
Florida,  that  if  the  bill  passes  as  now 
written,  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
will  never  grant  permission  for  private 
construction,  let  me  assure  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  the  Congress  that  I  will  unre¬ 
servedly  support  any  reasonable  measure 
designed  to  secure  FPC  permission  for 
private  construction.  I  want  to  have  the 
assurance  that  public  power  is  going  to 


stand  in  the  background.  The  Senate 
wanted  it  that  way,  and  our  committee 
voted  it  out  that  way. 

As  I  said,  this  is  the  first  major  project 
which  has  ever  been  proposed  to  be  con¬ 
structed  in  the  State  of  West  Virginia. 
Certainly,  at  this  time  I  do  not  want  to 
jeopardize  it.  It  will  mean  much  to  our 
people.  It  will  be  a  direct  attack  on  pov¬ 
erty.  It  will  be  one  which  will  consume 
our  natural  products,  bring  in  industry, 
and  create  jobs  right  in  the  center  of  our 
State. 

The  dam  in  itself  is  a  good  thing,  but 
will  do  only  half  the  job.  The  power¬ 
generating  project  will  do  the  other  half. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  We  on  the 
committee  know  the  great  interest  the 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  has  taken 
in  this  project.  If  the  Baldwin  amend¬ 
ment  were  to  prevail  it  would  prejudice 
the  development  of  the  project,  since  the 
scheme  provides  that  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  can  continue  to  make  plans  for 
the  complete  project  and  not  segment  it 
by  having  the  Federal  Government  do  a 
part  of  the  job  and  the  private  utility  the 
other.  If  the  Baldwin  amendment  is 
adopted,  it  will  erase  the  opportunity  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  prosecute 
this  project. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  That  is  true.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  contribution  of  the  capable 
and  distinguished  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama,  who  presided  during  the  hearings 
on  this  project,  and  who  ruled  with  con¬ 
sistent  fairness  and  understanding  of 
the  issues  involved. 

I  might  say  that  construction  econo¬ 
mies  should  be  considered  in  this  project. 
If  the  powerplant  is  to  be  a  part  of  the 
project,  either  private  or  public  power, 
a  tunnel  and  a  tower  must  be  made  a 
part  of  the  dam.  These  should  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  body  of  the  dam  itself, 
and  not  added  as  an  afterthought  at 
greater  expense. 

If  the  private  power  company  takes 
over  they  will  pay  the  cost.  If  they  do 
not,  the  Federal  Government  will  assume 
it.  They  will  pay  for  it  as  it  is  con¬ 
structed. 

I  hope  the  committee  in  its  wisdom 
will  keep  this  provision  in  the  bill.  I  as¬ 
sure  those  men  who  come  from  coal- 
producing  States  that  not  one  kilowatt  of 
electricity  will  be  produced,  except  by 
coal,  because  this  will  be  a  pumped 
storage  station.  The  water  will  be 
pumped  to  the  top  of  the  mountain  and 
brought  back  down  through  chutes  and 
tunnels  to  produce  electricity.  Pumping 
will  be  done  at  night,  when  the  load  on 
the  generators  is  light;  the  hydroelectric 
generators  will  be  operated  during  the 
day,  when  demand  is  at  the  peak.  This 
will  even  out  total  demand  over  the  full 
24  hours. 

I  have  been  assured  by  the  head  of  the 
utility  that  it  will  use  union  coal,  and 
it  will  use  our  most  plentiful  natural 
resource. 

I  want  to  be  sure  that  this  project  will 
be  completed  in  full,  not  only  the  water 
control  dam,  but  the  appended  power- 
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plant.  It  is  a  project  vital  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  health  of  West  Virginia.  And  I 
am  convinced  that  the  bill  as  written  is 
the  only  way  to  assure  its  completion. 

I  say  again  I  do  not  believe  my  good 
friend  from  California  and  my  friend 
from  Florida  disagree  with  me  as  to  what 
should  be  done;  it  is  only  a  matter  of 
approach. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Baldwin]. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Baldwin 
and  Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
reported  that  there  were — ayes  69,  noes 
96. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Are  there  any  fur¬ 
ther  amendments  to  this  section? 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CLARK 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Clark:  Sub¬ 
stitute  the  following  language  for  the  lan¬ 
guage  on  page  41,  lines  4  through  12,  In¬ 
clusively: 

“The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  make  a  survey  for 
flood  control  and  allied  purposes  of  the 
Saint  John  River,  Maine,  separate  and  apart 
from  the  Passamaquoddy  Tidal  Power  Proj¬ 
ect,  which  survey  shall  include  a  detailed 
study  of  alternative  methods  of  providing 
power,  Including  thermal  power  develop¬ 
ment  using  nuclear  energy,  and  to  submit 
a  report  thereon  to  the  Congress  not  later 
than  March  30,  1966.” 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  make  a  point  of  order  against 
the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Alabama  will  state  his  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  This  amend¬ 
ment  had  been  considered  and  was  sub¬ 
ject  to  amendment  under  the  previous 
amendment  offered  to  strike  this  proj¬ 
ect. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Rostenkow- 
ski)  .  The  Chair  will  inform  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama  that  the  purpose  of 
this  amendment  is  to  insert  something 
other  than  that  which  was  taken  into 
consideration  yesterday.  So  the  point  of 
order  against  this  amendment  is  over¬ 
ruled. 

The  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Clark],  is  recognized  for  5  minutes. 

(Mr.  CLARK  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
practically  the  same  as  that  which  was 
offered  yesterday  as  far  as  the  St.  John 
River  project  is  concerned.  In  this 
amendment  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
make  a  survey  for  flood  control  and  al¬ 
lied  purposes  of  the  St.  John  River, 
Maine,  separate  and  apart  from  the  Pas¬ 
samaquoddy  tidal  project,  which  survey 
shall  include  a  detailed  study  of  alterna¬ 
tive  methods  of  providing  power,  includ- 
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ing  thermal  power  development  using 
nuclear  energy,  and  to  submit  a  report 
thereon  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
March  30, 1966. 

I  have  offered  this  amendment  for  the 
following  reasons.  In  the  New  England 
area  we  now  have  thermonuclear  power. 
If  this  amendment  is  defeated  we  will 
have  a  $300  million  water  project  using 
nothing  but  water.  The  thermonuclear 
powerplant  in  Connecticut  which,  of 
course,  will  be  and  is  completely  differ¬ 
ent  from  what  is  in  this  bill,  uses  today 
many,  many  thousands  of  tons  of  coal. 
So  I  ask  your  consideration  today  to 
strike  out  on  page  41  lines  4  to  12  in¬ 
clusive  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  dislike  to  be  in  op¬ 
position  to  my  distinguished  friend,  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark]  .  I  recognize  and  respect  his  feel¬ 
ings  with  respect  to  this  matter.  He 
comes  from  a  coal  producing  area.  Mem¬ 
bers  from  some  of  those  coal  producing 
areas  have  found  it  desirable  in  some 
cases  to  oppose  this  project,  I  suppose 
Upon  the  theory  that  the  existing  private 
power  facilities  in  New  England  use  coal 
and  that  a  hydropower  facility  would  be 
able  to  produce  cheaper  power  than  could 
be  produced  by  coal. 

However,  just  to  authorize  another 
survey  of  a  project  that  has  been  studied 
for  more  than  30  years  would  be  only  to 
postpone  the  day  of  inevitable  reckoning. 
This  is  not  a  solution. 

The  committee  has  thoroughly,  care¬ 
fully,  and  painstakingly  heard  both  pro¬ 
ponents  and  opponents.  They  have 
studied  this  project.  Unlike  most 
power  projects,  this  one  seems  partic¬ 
ularly  warranted  because  of  the  great 
roadblock  which  lies  across  the  trail  of 
development  for  New  England.  This 
roadblock  is  the  high  price  of  power. 
New  England  industries  pay  66  percent 
more  for  their  power  than  do  the  aver¬ 
age  industries  throughout  the  country. 
This  is  a  terrible  handicap  to  that  area. 

This  project  is  the  only  opportunity 
we  will  have  in  this  bill  to  make  a  mean¬ 
ingful,  substantial  contribution  to  the 
economic  development  of  that  historic 
section  of  our  country  which  is  New 
England.  They  have  helped  us  on  our 
projects.  New  England  Congressmen 
have  assisted  the  westerners  in  reclama¬ 
tion  projects;  they  have  assisted  the 
southwesterners  and  the  southerners  and 
the  midwesterners  in  our  agricultural 
programs.  They  have  assisted  the  west 
coast  and  the  east  coast  and  the  gulf 
coast  areas  in  beach  erosion  and  hurri¬ 
cane  protection  projects.  This  is  all 
they  have  asked  for.  This  is  their  great 
need,  for  some  measure  of  power  at  a 
price  that  people  can  pay. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  average  consumer 
in  New  England  is  required  to  pay  20  per¬ 
cent  more  for  electric  energy  than  is 
the  case  throughout  the  rest  of  the 
country. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  faced  this  issue  yes¬ 
terday  and  there  was  admittedly  a  close 
vote.  Normally  I  am  not  an  advocate 
of  public  power,  but  in  this  instance 
where  Chairman  Joseph  Swidler,  of  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  found  it 


necessary  to  chastise  the  private  power 
interests  in  New  England  for  not  having 
produced  modern,  efficient,  electric  power 
generating  capacity,  where  there  have 
been  years  and  years  of  study,  years  and 
years  of  opportunity  for  those  private 
companies  to  come  in  and  provide  this 
demonstrable  need  for  the  people  of  New 
England  and  they  have  not  done  it,  I 
see  no  justice  in  postponing  the  day  of 
reckoning  and  putting  it  off  and  calling 
for  another  study.  We  have  had  study 
on  top  of  study,  ad  infinitum,  and  there 
has  been  no  action. 

It  is  time  for  us  to  take  a  stand.  I  am 
going  to  stand  today  with  New  England 
because  I  think  they  have  been  too  long 
denied. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  CLEVELAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
remained  silent  yesterday  while  the 
amendment  of  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]  to 
delete  the  Lincoln-Dickey  part  of  the 
Passamaquoddy  project  was  under  con¬ 
sideration.  I  remained  silent  yesterday, 
but  today  I  cannot  remain  silent.  Mis¬ 
statement  of  fact  and  distortion  of  mo¬ 
tive  have  been  too  great.  First  of  all, 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Wright]  has  blithely  said  he  can 
see  no  reason  why  we  oppose  this.  I  want 
to  remind  the  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  that  in  the  full  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  and  surely  all  of  the  people  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  are  entitled  to 
know  this,  the  vote  for  this  project  was 
18  to  15,  and  our  distinguished  chairman, 
the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Fallon],  joined  with  us,  who  felt  this 
project  is  not  justified  on  the  facts  and 
evidence  which  we  have  had  before  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  has  misinformed  the  Members  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  when  he 
said  that  this  project  has  been  studied 
for  30  long  years.  It  is  not  true,  and  the 
gentleman  knows  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Passamaquoddy  was 
studied  for  30  long  years,  and  this  proj¬ 
ect  is  only  part  of  Passamaquoddy.  At 
the  last  moment  when  the  administrative 
agencies  involved,  even  this  administra¬ 
tion,  could  not  put  their  stamp  of  ap¬ 
proval  on  Passamaquoddy,  then  they 
lopped  off  this  part  of  Passamaquoddy — ■ 
and  not  such  a  little  part  at  that,  $300 
million  worth  of  Passamaquoddy  was 
lopped  off,  and  here  it  is. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  has  never  been 
full  and  complete  public  hearings  held 
on  this  particular  project,  standing  on  its 
own  two  feet.  These  30  years  of  hear¬ 
ings  about  which  they  talk  have  been 
the  30  years  of  hearings  on  the  ill-fated 
Passamaquoddy  project  as  a  whole,  of 
which  this  Lincoln-Dickey  project  is  but 
one  part.  There  has  never  been  a  true 
hearing  on  Lincoln-Dickey  by  itself. 
This  was  tacked  on,  on  the  floor  of  the 
other  body  without  debate,  without  real 
discussion,  and  without  hearings  in  the 
Senate,  and  came  to  our  Public  Works 
Committee. 


Mr.  Chairman,  everyone  knows  how 
busy  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  has 
been  lately  with  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Act,  the  Highway  Beautification 
Act,  and  other  important  matters.  It 
came  to  our  committee  and  there  was 
never  an  opportunity  to  have  full  and 
complete  hearings  on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  fair  to  say 
that  this  matter  has  been  heard  and  re¬ 
heard,  studied  and  restudied.  I  believe 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  is 
leaning  backward  in  fairness  when  he 
proposes  that  this  Lincoln-Dickey  proj¬ 
ect  be  given  a  study,  with  the  directive 
that  the  study  come  back  next  March, 
no  later  than  next  March,  so  the  House 
can  work  its  will  at  that  time  in  trying  to 
be  fair. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  those  on  the  major¬ 
ity  side  who  are  keenly  aware  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  being  of  being  fair  in  the 
legislative  process,  here  is  an  amendment 
they  can  support  in  good  faith,  because 
this  project  has  never  been  really  studied 
before.  Based  on  figures  we  are  given 
here,  the  need  for  a  study  is  real. 
There  has  been  distortion  of  facts  and 
figures  that  should  stand  the  test  of 
study. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  other  point 
I  want  to  mention  in  respect  to  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Wright].  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  interest  in  New  England,  but  I 
want  to  tell  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
that  New  Hampshire  has  one  of  the 
lowest  unemployment  rates  in  the  entire 
United  States — less  than  2  percent.  I 
think  we  people  in  New  England  are 
well  qualified  to  make  our  own  decision 
as  to  whether  or  not  we  want  unneces¬ 
sary  public  power  which  costs  more  than 
our  own  taxpayer  utilities  can  produce 
it  for. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  welfare  program 
after  welfare  program  has  marched 
through  this  House,  again  and  again  I 
have  heard  gentlemen  from  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  rise  in  righteous  wrath 
and  say,  “Let  us  pass  this  legislation  so 
that  we  will  make  taxpayers  out  of  these 
tax  eaters  on  the  welfare  rolls.” 

Well  and  truly  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
I  agree.  But  why  now  are  they  trying 
to  downgrade  and  denigrate  the  tax- 
paying  utility  and  put  in  its  place  a  tax¬ 
eating  monstrosity.  Costly,  outdated, 
and  inefficient,  it  makes  no  economic 
sense;  it  makes  no  sense  at  all.  Let  us 
be  consistent,  let  us  give  the  taxpayers  of 
this  country  a  break. 

Mr.  HARSH  A.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  pending  amendment. 

(Mr.  HARSHA  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Is  not  one  of  the  crux 
issues  in  this  whole  matter  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  desires  to  get  this 
project  through  which  is  really  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  his  effort  to  try  to  get  a  na¬ 
tional  grid  system  established  in  the 
northeastern  United  States  under  the 
control  of  the  Federal  Government,  no 
matter  what  we  have  in  the  Northwest 
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and  other  places?  Is  that  not  the  real 
issue  behind  this  effort? 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  think  that  is  abso¬ 
lutely  right. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  is  true,  may  I  ask 
the  gentleman,  that  the  Atomic  Energy 
Commission  indicated  that  a  project  that 
would  be  one-fifth  of  the  cost  of  the 
proposed  hydroelectric  project  could  be 
built  in  New  England,  and  I  am  reading 
from  page  244  of  the  report  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is  time  we  set 
the  record  straight  on  the  Dickey-Lin- 
coln  project. 

Dickey-Lincoln  is  a  new  quicky  pro¬ 
posal  that  emerged  as  an  expediency  in 
order  to  open  up  New  England  for  public 
power.  It  is  a  part  of  the  much  discred¬ 
ited  international  Passamaquoddy  tidal 
project  and  is  an  indirect  means  of  get¬ 
ting  the  unfeasible  Passamaquoddy  proj¬ 
ect  approved,  piecemeal.  As  a  separate 
isolated  power  project,  contrary  to  what 
my  friend  from  Texas  says,  Dickey  has 
neither  been  studied  nor  has  it  followed 
the  procedures  set  forth  by  law  for  pres¬ 
entation  of  a  project  proposal  for  au¬ 
thorization  by  the  Congress. 

The  1944  Flood  Control  Act  requires 
that  project  proposals  be  submitted  to 
States  and  affected  agencies  for  com¬ 
ment  and  review.  As  a  separate  project, 
the  Dickey  proposal  was  never  submitted 
to  the  States  and  the  agencies  for  review 
and  comment.  It  was  submitted  as  a 
combination  of  the  Passamaquoddy  proj¬ 
ect  to  be  constructed  and  operated  on  an 
entirely  different  basis  than  the  project 
now  proposed,  and  no  information  has 
been  presented  to  the  States  and  the 
agencies  for  review  and  comment  on  this 
new  basis.  Is  the  Congress  now  to  vio¬ 
late  its  own  rules  with  respect  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  project  in  authorizing  a  proposal 
which  has  not  been  studied  on  its  own 
merits  and  which  has  not  followed  the 
statutory  requirements.  Not  only  have 
we  failed  to  follow  the  statutory  require¬ 
ments,  but  this  project  is  inconsistent 
with  the  basic  philosophy  of  Federal 
power  development. 

One  of  the  fundamentals  of  that  phi¬ 
losophy  as  expressed  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  No.  97  which  is  the  bible,  so  to 
speak,  for  the  procedure  in  approving 
these  projects  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers — that  fundamental  is  that  the  pro¬ 
posal  must  be  the  cheapest  and  most 
effective  alternative.  The  record  is  re¬ 
plete  with  evidence  that  this  is  not  the 
cheapest  and  most  effective  alternative. 

Now  we  have  heard  arguments  that 
there  is  a  great  need  for  additional  elec¬ 
tricity  in  this  New  England  region.  The 
Federal  Power  Commission  reports  on 
electric  power  supply,  as  late  as  April  30 
of  this  year,  indicate  a  reserve  of  more 
than  25  percent  in  this  area.  This  cer¬ 
tainly  refutes  the  argument  that  there 
is  a  shortage  of  power  in  that  area. 

Further,  the  argument  has  been  ad¬ 
vanced  that  this  power  will  be  cheap 
power  and  will  cause  industry  to  move 
into  the  area.  This  is  just  not  so.  The 
cost  of  power  as  an  increment  of  product 
value,  as  shown  by  the  1960  annual  sur¬ 
vey  of  manufacturers  conducted  by  the 
Census  Bureau,  averages  only  0.84  per¬ 
cent  of  all  manufacturing.  I  repeat, 
power  averages  less  than  1  percent  of 


the  cost  of  production.  The  highest  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  chemicals  and  allied  prod¬ 
ucts  industry  which  averaged  only  2.4 
percent  and  next  were  primary  metals 
which  averaged  1.9  percent.  The  rela¬ 
tionship  of  power  cost  to  product  value 
has  been  going  down  over  the  years  be¬ 
cause  of  low  power  cost  and  the  increas¬ 
ing  prices  of  other  materials.  Power 
costs  are  actually  insignificant  in  a  deci¬ 
sion  to  locate  industry  in  a  particular 
area.  The  primary  considerations  are 
labor  and  transportation  costs  in  getting, 
not  only  raw  materials  to  the  plants, 
but  in  transporting  processed  products 
to  and  from  the  market. 

And  now  as  to  whether  or  not  this  is 
cheap  power,  I  would  point  out  that 
Charles  Robinson,  engineer  and  counsel 
of  the  National  Rural  Electrification  As¬ 
sociation,  who  can  hardly  be  classified 
as  a  private  power  exponent,  says  in  his 
testimony  before  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  that  the  average  of  all  power 
purchased  in  Maine  is  13.9  mills  and  for 
Vermont  9.4  mills.  He  also  says  in  his 
testimony  that  the  annual  cost  of  pro¬ 
ducing  this  power  at  Dickey-Lincoln 
would  be  $14.6  million.  In  order  to  ob¬ 
tain  $14.6  million  annually  to  meet  the 
cost  of  production  of  this  power,  the 
power  would  have  to  be  sold  at  15  Vfe 
mills. 

Now  this  may  be  low  cost  power  to  you, 
gentlemen,  but  I  submit  that  when  it  is 
about  2  to  6  mills  above  what  is  presently 
being  charged,  I  fail  to  see  how  this  will 
ever  reduce  power  rates  in  that  area. 
The  people  of  Maine  cannot  afford  this 
“cheap”  power. 

Nor  can  the  U.S.  taxpayer  afford  to  fi¬ 
nance  this  project  to  the  time  of  $300 
million. 

I  urge  this  Committee  to  adopt  this 
substitute  and  to  uphold  the  statutory 
and  procedural  requirements  of  Con¬ 
gress.  Let  us  give  this  project  a  hearing 
and  study  on  its  own  merits. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
Congress,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment  submitted  by  our  good 
friend,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  a  member  of  our  committee. 

I  want  to  say  this  particular  project 
was  heard  a  year  ago  in  the  Senate. 
There  was  no  need  for  further  hearings 
in  the  Senate.  The  hearings  that  were 
held  on  the  House  side  were  full  hear¬ 
ings.  We  held  hearings  and  we  heard 
every  witness  who  wanted  to  appear. 

Certainly  the  project  that  was  brought 
before  our  committee  was  a  project  that 
had  been  well  studied.  Our  late  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy  asked  for  this  project  to 
be  studied  and  our  present  President, 
President  Johnson  asked  for  the  same. 

This  project  is  located  on  an  interna¬ 
tional  stream  between  the  State  of  Maine 
and  Canada.  This  particular  project 
had  met  all  of  the  criteria  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  and  it  had  the  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Now  I  am  sure  that  all  projects  come 
up  in  the  same  manner  for  consideration 
before  our  various  committees.  Serving 
on  the  Committee  on  the  Interior  and  In¬ 
sular  Affairs  and  also  on  the  Committee 
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on  Public  Works,  I  know  this  to  be  a 
fact.  You  must  receive  the  support  of 
the  agencies  and  they  must  meet  the 
criteria  laid  down  by  the  Congress.  The 
projects  must  have  the  approval  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget.  This  particular 
project  had  just  that.  Every  witness  was 
heard  from. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Did  we  not 
have  the  approval  of  the  Governor  of 
Maine,  Gov.  John  H.  Reed? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Yes, 
Governor  Reed  came  here  and  testified 
in  support  of  this  project  as  did  both  of 
their  Members  of  Congress  and  I  under¬ 
stand  the  like  membership  in  the  other 
body  were  in  support  of  this  project. 

This  particular  dam  is  on  the  St.  Johns 
River.  It  is  going  to  utilize  a  resource — 
water — that  is  flowing  down  that  river. 
It  needs  to  be  controlled  on  this  side  of 
the  border  and  it  needs  to  be  controlled 
on  the  other  side  of  the  border.  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  made  this  request  in  the 
light  that  they  would  perfect  an  inter¬ 
tie  in  this  particular  area.  We  have  just 
finished  perfecting  an  intertie  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  the  Southwest,  and 
in  the  western  part  of  the  United  States 
and  the  private  utilities  are  going  to  be 
the  biggest  benefactors  of  that  intertie. 
Certainly  the  private  utilities  in  this 
area  would  have  a  very  important  benefit 
and  part  in  this  particular  project.  I  am 
certain  that  if  this  is  built,  the  utilities 
there  would  be  brought  into  it  as  far  as 
marketing  the  power  and  transmitting 
the  power.  If  the  intertie  is  perfected 
between  the  two  countries,  they  would 
be  a  part  of  it. 

In  Canada  there  is  also  a  need  for 
river  regulation  and  power  generation. 

I  know  that  there  is  no  low-cost  power 
in  the  New  England  States.  The  power 
costs  there  are  the  highest  of  any  place 
in  the  United  States.  This  would  be  the 
first  time  that  we  had  a  Federal  public 
development  that  would  offer  low-cost 
power  to  the  people  of  Maine.  We  have 
had  this  fight  throughout  the  United 
States.  Wherever  we  have  had  one  of 
these  projects — and  I  cite  the  Missouri 
River  Basin,  TVA,  the  Bonneville  project, 
the  CVP  project  in  the  Central  Valley  of 
California,  the  Southeast  and  the 
Southwest  power  authorities — they  are 
all  working  for  the  best  interests  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States. 

The  private  utilities  are  getting  along 
very  fine.  They  are  taking  from  those 
projects  a  large  proportion  of  the  power 
and  passing  it  on  to  other  people  as  local 
consumers.  Certainly  when  the  people 
of  Maine  come  down  here  in  force  and 
support  this  project  that  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  all  the  Federal  agencies — and 
it  has  the  approval  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget — I  say  that  we  should  not  set  the 
project  aside  for  further  study.  It  has 
been  studied.  There  is  no  need  for  fur¬ 
ther  study.  This  project  will  pay  itself 
out  in  50  years  with  interest  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  because  98  percent  of 
it  is  power  and  that  money  will  come 
back  to  the  Federal  Government,  the 
same  as  with  other  great  projects  we 
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have  approved  across  the  Nation.  All 
power  facilities  are  reimbursable  with 
interest. 

Mr.  TUPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  gentleman  from  New  Hampshire 
has  given  a  rather  impassioned  plea,  re¬ 
peating  the  timeworn  argument  that  the 
private  power  companies  make  against 
this  very  valuable  project  in  my  State  of 
Maine. 

Again,  let  me  say  that  the  people  of 
the  State  of  Maine  need  this  project. 
They  need  it  deseperately  to  lower  the 
cost  of  power  in  our  State.  There  are 
only  two  of  us  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives — my  friend,  Bill  Hathaway 
on  the  Democratic  side  and  myself  on 
the  Republican  side — and  I  certainly 
hope  that  the  Members  will  give  Maine 
this  assist  today,  so  that  we  can  help 
ourselves  develop  industry  in  our  State. 

I  should  like  to  tell  the  membership  a 
little  bit  about  what  the  private  power 
companies  in  the  State  of  Maine  have 
done  in  the  past:  they  have  attempted 
to  strangle  industrial  development  in  my 
State.  I  speak  with  some  knowledge  on 
this  subject  because  I  was  once,  as  com¬ 
missioner  of  fisheries  in  Maine,  an  ex 
officio  member  of  the  Maine  Develop¬ 
ment  Commission. 

Gentlemen,  guess  who  was  in  charge 
of  the  Maine  Development  Commission? 
Always  one  of  the  executives  of  one  of  the 
Maine  power  companies.  In  that  sensi¬ 
tive  position  they  were  able  to  keep  in¬ 
dustry  from  our  State,  and  allow  indus¬ 
try  to  grow  only  as  the  power  companies 
grew,  and  not  vice  versa. 

Gentlemen,  I  appear  here  today  to  im¬ 
plore  you  to  give  us  a  hand  with  this 
project  that  is  so  badly  needed.  Our 
young  men  are  leaving  the  State  of 
Maine.  I  have  a  23-year-old  son  who 
himself  may  have  to  leave  the  State  of 
Maine  in  order  to  support  his  wife  and 
his  three  children.  Maine  Representa¬ 
tives  have  given  support  to  many  proj¬ 
ects  in  various  sections  of  the  Nation 
over  past  years.  Today  we  ask  that  you 
reciprocate. 

I  notice  that  over  $11  billion  has  been 
spent  on  these  projects  west  of  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  Over  $5,550  billion  east  of  the 
Mississippi  and  south  of  the  Mason- 
Dixon  line  has  been  spent.  Yet  in  all  of 
New  England  only  $413  million  has  been 
spent,  and  out  of  that  only  $19,388,000 
has  been  spent  for  the  Pinetree  State  of 
Maine.  I  beg  your  consideration  for  the 
defeat  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  briefly  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  to  the  Committee  certain  testimony 
concerning  this  issue  of  power  casts. 
Mr.  Charles  Robinson,  the  engineer  and 
counsel  of  the  Natural  Rural  Electrifi¬ 
cation  Association,  who  can  hardly  be 
classified  as  a  private  power  advocate, 
stated  in  his  testimony  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  that  the  average 
of  all  power  purchased  in  Maine  is  pur¬ 
chased  at  a  cost  of  13.9  mills,  and  for 
Vermont  it  is  9.4  mills. 


He  also  says  in  his  testimony  that  the 
annual  cost  of  producing  this  power  at 
Dickey-Lincoln  would  be  $14.6  million. 
In  order  to  obtain  $14.6  million  annually 
to  meet  this  cost  of  production,  the  power 
would  have  to  be  sold  at  15  V2  mills. 
This  may  be  low-cost  power  to  some,  but 
I  submit  that  when  it  is  about  2  to  6 
mills  above  what  is  presently  being 
charged  I  fail  to  see  how  such  “cheap” 
power  will  ever  reduce  the  power  rates 
in  that  area.  The  reason  the  power 
rates  now  charged  in  New  England  are 
somewhat  higher  than  other  areas  is 
the  high  cost  of  transportation  of  coal 
to  the  power  facility.  A  contract  has 
already  been  awarded  to  GE  to  construct 
a  nuclear  powerplant  in  Connecticut  to 
serve  this  area  which  would  provide 
much  cheaper  power,  not  only  than  coal 
but  also  much  cheaper  than  this  hydro 
project.  High  cost  public  power  is  not 
going  to  reduce  the  rates  to  New  England. 
It  just  is  not  possible  to  sell  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  power  at  less  than  15  y2  mills 
and  recover  the  annual  production  costs 
of  this  power  of  some  $14.6  million.  The 
construction  of  this  project  will  raise  the 
costs  of  power  to  New  Englanders  rather 
than  lower  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  The  comments  on  that  appear 
on  pages  242,  243,  and  244  of  the  supple¬ 
mental  views  in  the  report  on  the  legis¬ 
lation. 

There  i$  not  any  question  that  the 
power  will  be  sold  at  a  price  in  excess  of 
the  present  power  cost,  according  to  the 
REA  Chairman  in  that  area,  Mr.  Robin¬ 
son.  So  this  cheap  power  argument 
does  not  hold  water. 

The  House  might  as  well  be  on  notice. 
This  is  what  will  happen.  Secretary 
Udall  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
wants  to  establish  a  grid  system  in  the 
northeastern  part  of  the  United  States. 
They  have  not  been  able  to  do  so  to  date. 
This  is  where  they  want  to  start.  The 
reason  they  have  to  start  here  is  because 
this  power  cannot  be  sold  in  the  area 
where  it  is  produced.  The  majority  re¬ 
port  even  says  so.  This  power  is  going 
to  be  produced  on  the  St.  John  River  in 
Maine  and  sold  elsewhere,  because  the 
users  are  not  available  in  that  area. 
That  means  the  Federal  Government  will 
have  to  go  into  Federal  power  transmis¬ 
sion,  with  the  beginning  of  a  grid  system. 

The  Passamaquoddy  project  has  never 
been,  as  a  whole  project,  approved  by 
any  department  or  by  any  agency  of  the 
Federal  Government,  because  it  is  so  bad, 
because  the  cost  is  so  high,  and  because 
the  benefits  are  so  little. 

I  have  served  on  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  for  11  years.  I  have  never 
known  of  such  a  project  being  approved 
by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States.  It 
is  supposedly  a  multiple-purpose  project. 
It  is  admitted  by  the  majority  report  on 
the  proposal  that  there  is  very  little  rela¬ 
tionship  to  flood  control. 

Flood  control  is  supposed  to  be  and  has 
traditionally  been  how  we  get  into  these 
things.  Power  is  supposed  to  be  second¬ 
ary  and  incidental.  We  get  into  these 
multiple-purpose  projects  of  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  power,  but  power  is  not  the  prin¬ 
cipal  consideration.  Flood  control  is 
how  we  get  into  these  things. 


How  much  of  this  is  flood  control?  I 
ask  Members  to  listen.  How  much?  I 
have  never  seen  a  project  with  so  little 
flood  control  on  multiple-purpose  usage. 
Here  it  is:  Two-tenths  of  1  percent. 
Two-tenths  of  1  percent  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  is  to  eventually  cost  the  taxpayers  of 
America  $300  million  because  of  the 
power  features. 

That  is  the  only  way  we  get  into  this 
project,  yet  it  involves  only  two-tenths  of 
1  percent.  Two  percent  of  it  is  for 
what?  It  is  for  nothing  relating  to  rivers 
and  harbors  or  flood  control,  but  it  is 
rather  a  new  gimmick  brought  into  these 
projects  to  try  to  make  them  feasible — 
area  redevelopment.  It  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  development  of  water  re¬ 
sources  in  America. 

For  two-tenths  of  1  percent  for  flood 
control  we  are  asked  to  vote  for  nearly 
$300  million  of  Federal  expenditures  for 
something  that  is  a  power  project,  to 
provide  power  where  it  is  not  even 
needed. 

The  issue  is  simple.  This  is  a  project 
which  is  being  taken  out  of  order  of 
usual  flood  control  procedures.  This  is  a 
project  which  has  not  conformed  to  the 
usual  criteria  of  our  committee.  This  is 
a  project  which  has  not  been  approved 
by  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  as  a 
separate  project.  I  will  accept  a  chal¬ 
lenge  on-  that  from  anybody.  This  is  a 
project  which  has  not  been  approved  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  a  separate 
project. 

This  project  came  in  as  a  part  of 
the  international  Passamaquoddy  tidal 
project.  Passamaquoddy  was  such  a 
bad  project  in  total  that  when  the 
report  on  it  was  submitted  to  the 
administration,  as  set  forth  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  from  the  Pas- 
samaquoddy-St.  John  River  Study  Com¬ 
mittee  in  1964,  it  was  so  bad,  they  were 
so  critical  in  their  comments,  and  it  was 
so  accurately  exposed  as  to  fundamental 
refects  in  the  plan,  that  construction  of 
this  project  had  to  be  abandoned.  It 
was  admittedly  uneconomical. 

They  took  one  segment  of  it  which  has 
never  gone  through  the  Corps  of  Army 
Engineers  and  which  has  never  gone 
through  the  procedures  and  the  require¬ 
ments  of  law.  It  has  been  brought  up  as 
a  separate  type  of  procedure,  in  order  to 
try  to  force  the  beginning  of  Passama¬ 
quoddy  and  a  national  grid  system.  We 
cannot  do  that  to  the  taxpayers  of  Amer¬ 
ica  to  the  tune  of  $300  million,  for  two- 
tenths  of  1  percent  flood-control  pro¬ 
tection. 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  I  move  to  strike  out  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

(Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  project  and 
against  this  amendment.  This  amend¬ 
ment  is  just  a  camouflage.  There  is  not 
any  sincere  proposal  that  has  been  made 
to  the  committee  to  study  an  atomic 
energy  plant  in  Maine.  There  has  not 
been  any  such  proposal  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  at  all.  Any  atomic  energy  plant 
that  has  been  recommended,  for  example, 
before  our  committee  has  been  some- 
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where  in  the  lower  part  of  New  England. 
There  has  never  been  any  contention 
that  atomic  energy  plants  could  be  or 
would  be  comparable  to  harnessing  the 
St.  John  River  in  Maine. 

Here  is  a  river  that  has  been  flowing 
to  the  sea  wasting  its  energy  for  all  time. 
This  is  a  great  resource  that  renews  it¬ 
self  constantly.  It  is  a  feasible  project 
according  to  the  historical  standards  of 
our  committee.  The  Corps  of  Engineers 
testified  that  it  had  a  favorable  benefit- 
cost  ratio.  More  than  anything  else  they 
testified  to  the  great  need  of  the  State  of 
Maine  for  some  low-cost  power. 

When  this  body  is  told  that  there  will 
be  low-cost  power  from  the  private  power 
companies,  they  are  not  giving  the  real 
facts.  The  private  power  companies  can 
and  do  boast  that  they  will  produce  elec¬ 
tric  energy  cheaper,  but  that  is  not  what 
they  are  going  to  sell  it  for.  They  will  sell 
it  at  as  high  a  price  as  they  can  pos¬ 
sibly  get.  That  has  been  their  history, 
and  they  will  not  change  that  history. 
I  was  one  on  the  committee  who  asked 
for  testimony  from  the  private  power 
companies.  I  was  one  of  those  on  the 
committee  who  asked  the  private  power 
companies  what  the  price  would  be  of 
their  so-called  cheap  power  for  the  peo¬ 
ple.  Their  spokesman  said  he  would 
not  tell  us.  He  found  out  from  others  on 
the  committee  that  the  committee  did 
not  like  that  kind  of  an  answer.  So  he 
went  home  and  burned  the  midnight  oil 
and  came  back  with  some  figures  which 
demonstrated  that  his  company  certainly 
and  other  companies  in  New  England  for 
whom  he  was  speaking  were  not  talking 
about  reducing  the  rate  for  power  even 
by  1980  to  anything  comparable  to  the 
Dickey  project. 

This  Dickey  project  was  testified  to  by 
Secretary  Udall  and  others  who  repre¬ 
sented  that  it  would  have  power  produced 
at  7  mills  per  kilowatt.  That  is  what  it 
would  be  sold  for.  Even  with  all  of  the 
reductions  promised  by  the  New  England 
power  companies  as  of  1980,  they  will 
only  testify  to  an  average  reduction  of 
about  9.7  mills.  That  will  bring  their 
power  rates  down  to  14.5  mills  from  where 
it  is  now  on  an  average  of  24.2  mills. 

For  30  years  this  river  has  been  studied 
along  with  other  projects  in  an  attempt 
to  relieve  the  State  of  Maine  and  the 
New  England  area  from  the  onerous 
burden  they  carry  of  power  rates.  For 
pretty  near  all  that  time  the  State  of 
Maine  has  suffered  from  an  exodus  of 
population.  This  is  the  kind  of  burden 
that  we  share  in  some  areas  in  my  part 
of  the  country  in  the  West. 

For  these  reasons  I  beg  you  to  give  at¬ 
tention  to  the  problems  of  Maine  by  help¬ 
ing  them  to  develop  this  great  resource. 

You  know,  a  great  deal  is  said  about 
buying  or  selling  coal  to  develop  electric 
energy,  but  when  you  get  all  through 
mining  it,  you  have  ruined  the  resource. 
All  you  have  is  a  hole  in  the  ground  that 
you  have  to  tend  to  forever.  Here  is  a 
river  that  is  renewing  itself  constantly 
that  will  produce  power  cheaper  for  the 
consumer  than  any  project  testified  to 
before  the  committee,  whether  it  is  pub¬ 
lic  or  private,  in  the  New  England  area. 
I  think  that  we  are  just  dutybound  to 
the  people  of  the  State  of  Maine  to  de¬ 


velop  this  cheap,  low-cost  energy  for 
them  so  that  they  can  develop  other  re¬ 
sources  of  their  great  country. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  I  yield  to 
the  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  is  dis¬ 
cussing  power  rates.  Could  he  tell  us 
what  the  power  rates  would  be  in  the 
Tennessee  Valley  if  it  were  not  for  the 
TV  A  in  the  Southwest  or  Northwest  if  it 
were  not  for  the  great  hydroelectric 
power  developments  in  those  areas  and 
elsewhere  in  the  country? 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  We  took 
testimony  in  the  committee  as  to  the 
great  reductions  that  have  occurred  in 
power  rates  from  our  yardstick  furnished 
by  Bonneville,  and  cur  yardstick  fur¬ 
nished  by  TVA,  and  those  yardsticks  fur¬ 
nished  everywhere  by  public  power.  We 
found  this  was  the  thing  that  made  the 
development  of  new  resources  and  new 
industries  possible  in  every  other  area  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the 
Committee,  I  shall  not  take  up  much  of 
your  time.  You  heard  my  comments 
yesterday  in  favor  of  this  project  which 
would  be  located  in  my  district.  It  is 
very  interesting  to  hear  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  say  that  he  has 
only  a  2-percent  unemployment  rate.  I 
congratulate  him  on  that. 

In  the  State  of  Maine  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  rate  is  much  higher.  In  the  very 
area  where  this  dam  willl  be  located  one- 
third  of  the  families  make  less  than 
$3,000  a  year.  As  a  matter  of  fact  about 
half  of  the  population  of  my  district  is 
located  in  area  redevelopment  areas. 

The  gentleman  pointed  out  in  the  re¬ 
port  the  statement  that  the  power  rates 
would  appear  to  be  higher,  if  you  aver¬ 
age  out  figures,  by  about  2  mills.  He 
says  it  will  be  15.5  to  13.3,  but  he  did  not 
tell  you  that  80  percent  of  this  power 
will  be  used  as  peaking  power,  at  $15.50 
per  kilowatt-year  for  capacity  and  3  mills 
for  energy.  That  is  at  least  25  percent 
less  than  the  nuclear  alternative  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  same  power. 

Under  the  marketing  of  this  power  the 
full  amount  of  money  will  be  repaid  to 
the  Federal  Government  so  that  in  effect 
the  $300  million,  about  which  you  have 
heard  over  and  over  again  as  going  down 
the  drain  will  not  be  going  down  the 
drain.  The  entire  amount  of  money, 
with  interest,  will  be  returned. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  in 
conclusion  that  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  comments  of  the  members  of  the 
committee.  I  join  with  the  gentleman 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Olsen]  in  saying 
that  yesterday  the  opposition  had  their 
day  in  court.  They  are  sorry  they  lost. 
I  think  they  are  simply  sore  losers  in 
offering  this  amendment,  and  I  urge  the 
Members  to  vote  against  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
the  course  of  the  debate  today  consider¬ 
able  emphasis  was  placed  on  the  fact  that 
New  England  is  a  high-cost  power  area 
and  that  the  proposed  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  was  the  answer  to  this 
problem.  It  is  true  that  power  costs  in 


New  England  are  high  but  to  suggest-that 
the  Dickey-Lincoln  project,  or  a  series  of 
them,  will  provide  the  answer  to  that 
problem  is  absolutely  ridiculous. 

This  project  is  nothing  but  a  mid¬ 
sixties  WPA  that  will  provide  expensive 
power.  Of  course,  the  Government  will 
write  off  so  much  of  the  costs  that  the 
true  economics  of  the  plan  are  not  even 
mentioned.  However,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  alternate  sources  of  power,  either 
with"  nuclear  energy  or  fossil  fuels,  can 
provide  more  power  for  a  fraction  of  the 
cost.  It  is  here  proposed  to  spend  over 
$300  million  to  build  a  powerplant  400 
miles  from  the  load  center  when  the 
Yankee  atomic  plant,  built  several  years 
ago,  can  produce  more  power  than 
Dickey-Lincoln  and  that  project  cost 
only  $38  million. 

Now,  I  know  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  has  urged  the  construction  of  this 
project  but  I  do  not  consider  him  an  ex¬ 
pert  in  nuclear  power  matters.  I  do  wish 
he  had  examined  the  advisability  of 
atomic  energy  being  provided  to  New 
England  but  his  lack  of  study  of  such  an 
alternative  leaves  me  bewildered.  On 
page  423  of  the  hearings  he  indicated 
that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  any  pro¬ 
posed  atomic  plants  for  New  England  or 
even  if  we  had  any  nuclear  plants  located 
there  now.  He  should  have  known  that 
we  not  only  have  several  projects  pro¬ 
posed  now  but  in  the  Yankee  plant  at 
Rowe,  Mass.,  we  have,  over  a  period  of  5 
years,  produced  more  atomic  power  than 
any  other  atomic  plant  in  the  world. 

I  have  served  on  the  Joint  Committee 
on  Atomic  Energy  for  6  years.  As  a 
member  of  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee,  I  was  interested  in  serving 
on  the  Joint  Committee  because  of  the 
military  applications  of  atomic  energy. 
However,  I  was  also  prompted  to  serve  on 
the  committee  because  of  the  high 
power  costs  in  New  England  and  I  hoped 
that  my  service  on  the  committee  might 
help  hasten  the  day  when  our  power 
costs,  derived  from  either  nuclear  or  fos¬ 
sil  fuels,  would  be  competitive  with  other 
sections  of  this  country.  That  day  has 
arrived  and,  in  fact,  the  future  is  even 
more  promising. 

The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  has 
this  week  provided  me  with  information 
that  indicates,  for  a  plant  entering  serv¬ 
ice  in  1969,  which  is  before  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  project  would  become  a  reality, 
that  the  cost  of  electricity  by  atomic 
power  would  be  considerably  less  than 
that  provided  by  the  Dickey  project. 
Starting  with  a  plant  about  200,000-kilo¬ 
watt  capacity  and  increasing  in  size  to 
1  million  kilowatts,  we  would  find  that 
'costs  would  vary  between  6  mills  and  3.75 
mills,  compared  to  at  least  8  mills  for 
Dickey-Lincoln  for  preference  customers. 
The  costs  of  these  plants  would  be  about 
$200  a  kilowatt  for  a  plant  of  about  200,- 
000  kilowatts  to  about  $100  a  kilowatt 
for  a  plant  of  800,000  kilowatts.  In  fact, 
I  was  advised  that  this  data  is  over  a  year 
old  and  “if  updated  for  today’s  market 
prices  and  conditions  would  be  somewhat 
more  favorable  for  nuclear  power.”  A 
revolution  is  occurring  in  the  civilian 
atomic  energy  field.  As  of  January  1965, 
after  15  years  of  development  work,  there 
was  only  1,000  megawatts  of  nuclear 
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capacity  in  operation,  and  about  2,500 
megawatts  on  order.  However,  in  the 
past  few  months  orders  were  placed  for 
over  3,000  megawatts  of  additional  ca¬ 
pacity.  In  other  words,  sales  in  the  past 
few  months  have  equaled  the  total  for 
the  last  15  years.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  New  England  is  leading  the  entire 
country  in  this  effort.  Latest  figures  also 
indicate  that  coal  and  oil  can  also  pro¬ 
duce  power  cheaper  than  that  which  the 
proponents  claim  for  Dickey-Lincoln. 

I  intend  to  support  the  amendment  to 
have  this  project  deleted  from  this  bill 
because,  first,  it  will  obviously  produce 
very  expensive  power;  second,  there  are 
cheaper  ways  to  produce  power  in  New 
England;  third,  there  is  no  market  for 
this  power  which  is  400  miles  away  from 
the  load  center;  and  fourth,  excepting 
for  its  WFA  nature  will  not  inure  to  the 
benefit  of  New  England.  With  the 
marked  advances  in  power  technology 
here  and  on  the  horizon,  it  would  not  be 
wise  to  proceed  with  this  inflexible,  high 
cost  project  which  is  expensive  to  the 
taxpayer  and  unresponsive  to  the  need 
for  lower  power  costs  in  New  England. 

As  an  indication  of  the  serious  ques¬ 
tions  in  the  minds  of  the  people  I  rep¬ 
resent,  I  am  enclosing  herewith  some 
newspaper  editorials  on  this  subject: 
[From  the  Quincy  (Mass.)  Patriot  Ledger, 
July  10.  1965] 

Power  and  Water 

Does  it  make  any  sense  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  put  a  huge,  extravagant 
power  project  in  the  wilds  of  Maine? 

Washington  seems  to  think  so,  as  it  con¬ 
tinues  to  come  up  with  proposals  for  hydro¬ 
electric  projects  in  northern  Maine. 

While  President  Johnson  last  week  ex¬ 
pressed  concern  over  the  urgent  water  prob¬ 
lem  in  New  England,  the  Government’s  desire 
for  a  hydroelectric  plant  completely  over¬ 
looks  the  possibilities  of  a  New  England  proj¬ 
ect  that  could  provide  power  for  the  region 
and  add  to  our  water  supplies  by  desaliniza¬ 
tion  of  sea  water,  both  through  nuclear 
energy. 

The  dreamed-of  Passamaquoddy  Bay  tidal 
powerplant — under  discussion  for  four  dec¬ 
ades — now  has  been  laid  to  rest  for  the  time 
being.  Even  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Stewart 
L.  Udall  now  concedes  that  the  Quoddy  plan 
he  recommended  in  1963  now  Is  no  longer 
economically  feasible. 

Instead,  the  Government  now  proposes  a 
$227  million  hydroelectric  power  project  in 
northern  Maine  at  the  Lincoln  School-Dickey 
site  Just  above  the  confluence  of  the  St. 
John  and  Allagash  Rivers.  Secretary  Udall 
claims  the  plan  would  not  flood  the  Allagash 
River,  thus  preserving  one  of  the  Nation’s 
few  remaining  wild  river  areas,  and  would 
provide  cheap  power  for  all  of  New  England. 

This  action  is  not  unexpected.  In  fact, 
for  some  time  now,  New  England  utility  in¬ 
terests  have  suspected  that  the  Government 
was  introducing  the  Quoddy  project  as  a 
straw  man,  with  the  intention  of  introducing 
a  smaller-scaled  hydroelectric  plan  at  the 
Dickey  site  once  the  critics  had  demolished 
the  Quoddy  proposals. 

The  latest  recommendation  is  far  less  am¬ 
bitious  than  the  billion- dollar  Quoddy  plan. 
But  it  is  still  open  to  some  of  the  objections 
raised  against  Quoddy. 

In  the  nuclear  age  it  seems  incredible  that 
the  Government  wants  to  put  a  hydroelectric 
plant  so  far  from  New  England’s  population 
centers.  This  means,  of  course,  that  if  New 
England  is  to  benefit  from  power  generated 
on  the  St.  John  River,  transmission  lines  will 
have  to  be  strung  for  hundreds  of  miles. 


This  seems  obviously  uneconomic  when  the 
costs  of  electricity  produced  by  nuclear 
plants  have  been  dropping  steadily  and  are 
not  far  from  being  cheaper  than  conven¬ 
tionally  produced  power.  And  nuclear  power- 
plants  have  proven  to  be  safe  enough  for 
location  near  centers  of  population. 

For  example.  Commonwealth  Edison  Co., 
in  Chicago,  is  now  building  the  Nation’s  larg¬ 
est  atomic  power  station.  The  700,000-kilo- 
watt  unit  is  estimated  to  cost  $76  million. 
Compare  that  with  the  Government’s  St. 
John  River  proposal  of  a  794,000-kilowatt 
unit  costing  $227  million. 

The  new  nuclear  plant  is  expected  to  gen¬ 
erate  and  deliver  power  to  the  Chicago  area 
at  a  cost  5  to  10  percent  lower  than  Com¬ 
monwealth  Edison’s  new  conventional  units 
under  construction. 

Dr.  Glenn  T.  Seaborg,  Chairman  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission,  has  predicted 
that  large  nuclear  power  plants  (more  than 
500,000  kilowatts)  probably  will  be  able  to 
produce  electricity  costing  about  4  to  5  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour  and  lower.  Secretary 
Udall  says  power  from  the  St.  John  River 
project  could  be  delivered  to  preference  cus¬ 
tomers  in  Maine  for  7  to  8  mills  per  kilo¬ 
watt-hour.  What  the  cost  would  be  in  other 
New  England  customers,  for  instance  in  Bos¬ 
ton,  is  unclear. 

But  at  any  rate,  by  the  time  the  St.  John 
River  project  could  be  completed  It  might  be 
utterly  obsolete  because  of  advances  in  nu¬ 
clear  power  technology. 

Also  to  be  considered  is  the  possibility  of 
a  dual-purpose  atomic  plant,  producing 
power  and  purifying  sea  water  for  con¬ 
sumption. 

Dr.  Seaborg,  in  a  copyrighted  interview  in 
tt.s.  News  &  World  Report,  says:  “We  are 
particularly  interested  in  the  so-called  dual- 
purpose  reactors — that  is,  reactors  that  pro¬ 
duce  electricity  and  at  the  same  time  use  the 
waste  heat,  which  would  otherwise  be  dissi¬ 
pated,  to  desalt  water.  By  the  1980’s  we  ex¬ 
pect  that  there  will  be  huge  dual-purpose 
reactors.  Reactors  that  would  be  developing 
a  thousand  megawatts — that  is,  a  million 
kilowatts — of  electricity,  or  more,  and  per¬ 
haps  desalting  water  to  the  extent  of  500 
million  gallons  a  day.” 

Such  a  plant  would  be  ideal  for  New  Eng¬ 
land  of  course,  which  is  waking  up  to  the 
fact  that  its  water  supplies  are  inadequate. 

The  Government’s  interest  in  a  big,  public 
hydroelectric  project  Down  East  seems  to 
make  less  and  less  sense  when  viewed  against 
the  potentialities  of  nuclear  power.  While 
the  Government  has  cited  the  benefits  of  low- 
cost  power  as  a  boon  to  New  England  indus¬ 
try  and  as  a  way  of  stimulating  the  economy 
of  depressed  northern  Maine,  unfortunately 
it  has  not  shown  the  same  solicitude  for  New 
England  by  continuing  unreasonable  quotas 
on  imports  of  residual  fuel  oil  which  force 
power  companies  to  pay  more  for  this  fuel 
used  in  generating  electricity. 

Instead  of  concentrating  its  studies  on 
Maine  rivers  and  bays,  the  Government 
should  turn  its  attention  to  what  nuclear 
power  could  do  for  the  region. 


[From  the  Haverhill  Gazette,  Aug.  26,  1965] 
Power  Versus  Water 

Representatives  of  New  England’s  investor- 
owned  power  companies,  fighting  proposed 
legislation  for  creation  of  a  Federal  hydro¬ 
electric  power  station  in  northern  Maine,  are 
making  some  strong  arguments  in  their  op¬ 
position  stand. 

They  have  argued  in  congressional  hear¬ 
ings  that  the  existing  companies,  constantly 
improving  their  service  and  building  more 
nuclear  stations,  are  providing  power  now 
even  more  cheaply  than  the  Government  can 
produce  it. 

There  are  many  who  feel,  of  course,  the 
Government  has  no  business  producing 
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power  in  the  first  place,  that  this  is  another 
step  toward  socialism. 

Others  who  oppose  the  project  base  their 
opposition  on  the  advantages  that  might  be 
lost  to  Maine  if  the  power  facility  floods  areas 
that  are  potentially  of  great  recreational 
value. 

New  England  already  has  plenty  of  elec¬ 
trical  power,  and  the  private  firms  are  con¬ 
stantly  expanding  to  keep  up  with  the  de¬ 
mand.  It  is  the  view  of  many  persons  who 
have  looked  into  the  situation  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  could  put  its  $300  million 
into  something  New  England  lacks,  instead  of 
something  it  already  has. 

Take  water  resources,  for  instance.  This 
area  has  a  shortage  during  this  drought  be¬ 
cause  States  and  communities  have  not 
properly  conserved  their  water  supplies.  Be¬ 
yond  that — and  this  is  where  it  could  affect 
Haverhill  and  the  Merrimack  Valley — our 
rivers  are  among  the  worst  in  the  Nation 
where  pollution  is  concerned. 

If  persons  in  Washington  who  want  to 
spend  money  in  New  England  would  direct 
their  efforts  toward  providing  funds  for  pol¬ 
lution  control,  they  would  be  doing  us  a  far 
greater  favor  than  they  could  ever  do  by 
building  another  power  dam  in  northern 
Maine. 

The  advantages  of  cleaning  rivers  would 
be  apparent  in  far  shorter  time  than  any 
powerplant  in  the  forests  of  Maine.  Since 
rivers  like  the  Merrimack  are  interstate 
waterways,  and  since  it  is  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  is  making  the  most  noise 
about  their  conditions,  it  would  seem  Wash¬ 
ington  has  the  prime  obligation  to  provide 
the  funds  for  such  projects. 

It  would  be  far  better  for  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  relieve  taxpayers  in  Haverhill  and 
other  communities  of  the  staggering  bills 
for  cleaning  rivers  than  to  intrude  on  the 
province  of  private  enterprise  by  going  into 
the  electrical  business. 

We’ll  be  glad  to  get  that  Federal  money  if 
Congress  just  can’t  resist  spending  it. 


[From  the  Boston  Herald,  Aug.  25,  1965] 
St.  John  Gift  Horse 

Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie,  of  Maine,  is 
furious  with  the  New  England  Council  for 
opposing  the  construction  of  a  $227  million 
Federal  power  project  at  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  on  Maine’s  St.  John  River. 

This  is  understandable,  because  the  Sena¬ 
tor  has  worked  hard  to  steer  the  huge  pub¬ 
lic  works  project  through  the  Upper  Cham¬ 
ber  (as  a  rider  to  the  rivers  and  harbors 
bill)  and  he  does  not  want  to  lose  it  in  the 
House,  where  it  is  now  pending.  A  lot  of 
jobs  arp  involved,  and  the  project  could 
mean  much  to  northern  Maine's  non-too- 
healthy  economy. 

Nevertheless,  we  are  disposed  to  side  with 
the  council — at  least  until  the  facts  are  ex¬ 
plored  a  little  more. 

For  if  Maine  would  gain  something  from 
the  project,  it  and  the  whole  New  England 
region  would  lose  something,  too.  The 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  while  sparing 
the  Allagash  wilderness,  would  destroy  a  vast 
natural  recreation  area  along  the  St.  John. 
And  in  the  long  run  these  unique  recreation 
areas  may  be  more  valuable  to  Maine  than 
cheap  hydroelectric  power. 

Testimony  before  the  House  committee 
this  month  raised  a  serious  question  whether 
power  produced  at  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  site  would  be  economically  competi¬ 
tive  with  that  now  being  produced  by  pri¬ 
vate  utilities  here,  and  this  admittedly  is 
not  cheap. 

Many  people  believe  that  within  the  next 
decade  or  so  atomic  power  will  provide  the 
answer  to  all  New  England’s  electric  prob¬ 
lems,  including  its  cost  problems,  in  which 
case  the  St.  John  River  project  will  certainly 
become  obsolete.  Does  the  region  really 
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want  to  destroy  another  great  natural  asset 
on  the  off  chance  that  this  will  not  happen. 

We  think  that  the  New  England  Council 
has  a  point  and  that  Congress  should  take  a 
long  second  look  before  approving  this 
doubtful  project. 

[Prom  the  Salem  (Mass.)  Evening  News, 
Aug.  20, 1965] 

Why  Go  Backward? 

Lower  rates  for  electricity  in  the  New  Eng¬ 
land  area  are  predicted  through  the  gradual 
harnessing  of  atomic  power.  A  rate  drop  of 
30  percent  within  the  next  15  years  is  ex¬ 
pected,  a  Federal  Power  Commission  study 
reveals.  Use  of  nuclear  energy  is  the  mod¬ 
em  trend,  moving  New  England  away  from 
dependence  upon  high  cost  fuels.  Combin¬ 
ing  the  rapid  technological  progress  in  the 
atomic  power  field  with  the  economies  of 
new  pumped  storage  installations  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  cut  electric  rates  almost  one-third 
by  1980. 

Now  that  atomic  power  looms  as  the  means 
of  liberating  New  England  from  the  burden 
of  expensive  electric  production  it  would 
seem  that  everyone  should  rejoice  at  the 
prospect  of  reduced  electric  rates.  But  not 
so.  There  rises  on  the  congressional  horizon 
the  bogey  of  a  Federal  power  project  at 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  in  Maine.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  plans  to  sink  $300  million  of  the 
taxpayers’  money  in  a  hydroelectric  system 
that  is  rapidly  becoming  obsolescent  before 
the  rise  of  atomic  fuel. 

Is  it  progress  to  turn  back  to  an  old- 
fashioned  method  of  electric  production? 
Especially  when  the  Federal  project  would 
be  incapable  of  bringing  power  to  the  New 
England  region  at  a  production  cost  as  low 
as  that  of  systems  using  nuclear  power 
plants  and  pumped  storage  stations. 

The  Federal  project  can  only  result  in 
retarding  development  of  the  nuclear  power 
industry  on  which  New  England  relies  as 
the  only  practical  means  of  cutting  electric 
rates.  Seven  atomic  powerplants  already 
are  in  operation  or  underway.  The  Yankee 
plant  at  Rowe  in  the  past  year  produced 
more  power  from  a  $40  million  private  in¬ 
vestment  than  the  unnecessary  Maine  proj¬ 
ect  would  produce  in  1971,  when  its  com¬ 
pletion  is  scheduled. 

By  1980  at  least  7,500,000  kilowatts  of 
atomic  power  will  be  available  in  the  area 
from  atomic  plants. 

As  for  the  power  output  of  the  Maine  proj¬ 
ect,  no  marketing  plan  exists  although  90 
percent  of  the  power  would  be  used  outside 
of  Maine.  The  power  would  be  too  expensive 
for  New  England  utilities  to  buy.  And  the 
whole  project  would  return  not  a  dollar  in 
tax  revenues.  Then  why  build  it? 

The  millions  sought  total  about  10  percent 
of  the  huge  public  works  omnibus  bill  al¬ 
ready  okayed  by  the  Senate.  A  rush  of  pro¬ 
tests  from  constituents  to  their  Congress¬ 
men  would  help  House  Members  decide  that 
the  issue  deserves  a  lot  more  study. 


[From  the  Lynn  (Mass.)  Daily  Evening  Item, 
Aug.  21,  1965] 

What  Price  Northeast  Power? 

Congress  should  take  a  hard  and  hesitant 
look  at  a  current  bill  which  seeks  a  $220  mil¬ 
lion  authorization  for  construction  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  power  project  at  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
in  Maine.  It  is  a  measure  that  deserves  de¬ 
feat  and  we  hope  our  New  England  congres¬ 
sional  delegation  will  lead  the  way  in  reject¬ 
ing  it. 

The  stated  goal  of  this  project  is  to  bring 
low-cost  power  to  the  New  England  region  at 
an  apparent  expected  cost  of  7  to  8  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour.  Actually,  some  Northeast 
sources  of  power  are  now  at  less  than  6  mills 
and  by  1971,  when  the  Maine  project  would 
be  operative,  public  utilities  would  be  pro¬ 
ducing  power  at  about  4  y2  mills  per  kilo¬ 


watt-hour  through  use  of  nuclear  power- 
plants  and  pumped  storage  stations. 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  scheme  is  basically  a 
case  of  the  Government  spending  more  money 
to  build  a  power  producing  plant  than  would 
be  done  by  private  companies  for  a  plant  of 
the  same  capacity.  The  resultant  cost  from 
the  Government-owned  operation  would  be 
greater  than  that  from  the  privately-owned 
plant.  And,  finally,  no  taxes  would  be  paid 
in  local  areas  where  the  plant  is  located  be¬ 
cause  the  Maine  project  would  not  contribute 
a  single  tax  dollar  at  local,  State,  or  Federal 
levels.  A  privately  owned  plant  would  pay 
full  taxes 

It  is  all  too  reminiscent  of  another  Passa- 
maquoddy  dream — and  at  a  cost  that  would 
be  approximately  seven  times  greater  than 
the  projected  tunnel  between  England  and 
France  There’s  no  need  in  New  England  for 
a  TVA-style  Government  venture  when  pri¬ 
vate  interests  can  do  it  better — and  at  much 
less  cost 

[From  the  Gloucester  Times,  Aug.  27,  1965] 
Dickey-Lincoln  Won’t  Cut  Our  Power 
Costs 

The  proposed  Federal  hydroelectric  plant 
on  the  St.  John  River  near  the  Maine- 
Canadian  border  may  seem  remote  from 
Massachusetts.  It  isn’t.  The  so-called 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  electric  project  wants 
to  sell  its  power  as  far  south  as  the  Boston 
area. 

Maine  legislators  are  jubilant  at  the  pros¬ 
pect  of  the  Federal  Government  spending 
$302  million  (including  $75  million  for  trans¬ 
mission  lines).  They  feel  the  project  will 
not  only  help  unemployment  for  a  few  years 
during  the  construction  period,  it  will  open 
up  and  develop  the  vast  Maine  forests.  In¬ 
stead  of  a  preserve  for  lumber  companies 
and  a  few  hardy  sportsmen,  the  area  will 
draw  commerce  and  industry.  (At  present 
16  corporations  and  4  families  own  75  percent 
of  the  sparsely  populated  woodland  in  the 
northern  half  of  Maine.) 

The  New  England  Governors  have  endorsed 
the  project.  The  basic  reasoning  seems  to 
be — “Let’s  get  this  Federal  money.  If  we 
don’t,  Texas  or  points  south  and  west  will.” 

After  examining  the  pros  and  cons  we 
cannot  endorse  the  Dickey-Lincoln  project. 
We  can’t  see  how  it  is  going  to  lower  power 
costs  for  New  England.  We  think  the  best 
approach  to  lower  power  cost  is  through 
atomic  electric  plants. 

The  various  classes  of  electricity  users  in 
New  England  pay  between  9  and  40  percent 
above  the  national  average.  To  turn  the 
generators  that  make  electricity.  New  Eng¬ 
land  must  import  coal  and  oil.  The  coal  and 
oil  lobby  in  Washington  has  also  been  suc¬ 
cessful  in  curbing  imports  of  low-cost  resid¬ 
ual  oil  into  New  England. 

But  let’s  get  down  to  facts  and  figures. 
The  Government  promises  it  will  deliver 
wholesale  electricity  to  Boston  for  7  to  8  mills 
per  kilowatt-hour.  But  the  New  England 
Power  Co.  says  its  Salem,  Mass.,  plant  is 
producing  wholesale  electricity  right  now  at 
6  to  7  mills.  The  new  plant  at  Brayton 
Point  is  producing  electricity  at  6  mills. 

The  Boston  Edison  Co.  has  a  plant  pro¬ 
ducing  at  about  6  mills.  Admittedly  these 
are  the  most  efficient  of  the  conventional 
plants. 

The  Federal  planners  didn’t  even  bother 
to  consult  the  private  utilities  about  possible 
sales  of  power.  The  utilities  say  they  are  not 
interested  at  the  7-  to  8-mill  price.  They 
are  already  doing  better  than  that  in  their 
newest  plants. 

It  seems  to  us  the  advocates  of  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  project  have  overlooked  the  facts  in 
the  rapidly  developing  atomic  field.  Atomic 
produced  electric  power  was  pioneered  r.t  the 
Rowe,  Mass.,  plant.  Although  this  experi¬ 
mental  plant  produces  electricity  at  9 
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mills,  the  plant  now  under  construction  at 
Haddam,  Conn.,  expects  to  turn  out  electric¬ 
ity  at  between  6  and  7  mills.  This  includes 
paying  Federal,  State,  and  local  taxes. 

According  to  a  publication  of  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  in  Boston,  the  Jersey  Central 
Power  &  Light  Co.,  based  on  the  builder’s 
bid,  expects  to  produce  electricity  from  an 
atomic  plant  at  4  mills  per  kilowatt-hour. 

The  Federal  Reserve  publication  says  most 
authorities  now  believe  only  atomic  electric 
plants  will  be  built  in  New  England  during 
the  next  10  years.  Even  with  a  150-percent 
increase  in  New  England  electric  usage  by 
1980,  atomic  plants  will  supply  all  the  base¬ 
load  needs  for  the  region.  Boston  Edison 
has  four  bids  on  an  atomic  plant  under  con¬ 
sideration.  The  trend  is  clear. 

For  the  peak  period  (from  dark  to  about 
11  p.m.),  the  private  utilities  have  worked 
out  a  system  of  pumped  storage.  After  mid¬ 
night  when  power  use  drops,  the  atomic 
plants  will  be  kept  going  and  the  power  sent 
to  privately  owned  hydroelectric  dams.  The 
offpeak  power  will  be  used  to  pump  water 
below  the  dam  back  into  the  reservoir.  The 
next  evening  when  the  peak  demand  starts 
at  5  p.m.,  the  water  will  be  released  and  the 
power  recovered  at  the  time  it  is  needed. 

Here  are  some  startling  figures.  The  elec¬ 
tric  companies  say  that  it  would  only  cost 
them  $71  million  to  produce  794,000  kilo¬ 
watts  of  power  if  the  atomic  plant  and 
pumped  storage  system  were  used.  To  get 
that  amount  of  power  and  distribute  it,  the 
Federal  Government  proposes  to  spend  $302 
million  for  Dickey-Lincoln  in  Maine.  The 
Federal  project  is  tax  free,  but  the  utilities 
have  figured  in  all  their  taxes  and  interest 
charges. 

It  seems  clear,  that  if  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  or  anyone  else  wants  to  get  into  the 
New  England  power  business  it  should  build 
atomic  plants. 

.  The  cities  and  towns  of  New  England 
should  remember  how  much  property  tax 
revenue  they  get  from  the  private  utilities. 
The  New  England  Power  Co.  which  supplies 
our  area  and  others  rank  in  the  top  5 
taxpayers  in  219  municipalities.  In  131  of 
those  cities  and  towns  it  is  the  largest  tax¬ 
payer.  Our  hard-pressed  municipalities 
can’t  afford  to  lose  that  kind  of  tax  revenue. 

The  Federal  Government’s  famous  TVA 
project  in  Tennessee  can  be  justified  because 
at  the  time  it  was  built,  the  private  power 
companies  didn’t  have  the  money  and 
weren’t  interested.  New  England  utilities 
are  pioneers  in  the  use  of  atomic  energy  and 
have  proven  they  are  interested.  Atomic 
energy  will  soon  cut  our  power  costs  if  we 
let  the  utilities  do  it.  Dickey-Lincoln  won’t. 

Mr.  SAYLOR.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
well-known  news  analyst,  Eric  Sevareid, 
recently  returned  to  Washington  from 
important  overseas  assignments.  Last 
Tuesday,  in  the  Washington  Evening 
Star,  Mr.  Sevareid  had  an  interesting 
editorial  column  entitled  “Time  for  a 
Pause  To  Reflect.”  In  the  column  he 
said: 

The  American  political  capital  is  in  dire 
need  of  the  pause  that  reflects,  even  if  it  does 
not  refresh.  People  are  intellectually  ex¬ 
hausted,  but  don’t  know  it.  They  are  not 
allowed  to  feel  it,  because  events  and  the 
President  won’t  let  them. 

Even  God  rested  on  the  seventh  day,  and 
since  it  would  be  presumptuous  to  think 
that  He  got  tired,  one  has  to  assume  He 
paused  to  reflect  on  what  He  had  done. 

It  is  true  this  89th  Congress  has  al¬ 
ready  enacted  an  awesome  list  of  far- 
reaching  legislation.  Only  time  will 
give  a  true  picture  of  its  wisdom  and  im¬ 
plication  on  the  Nation  and  the  people. 
The  magnitude  of  this  legislation  has 
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even  prompted  our  able  young  colleague 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hamilton],  the  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  organization  of  first-term 
Members  from  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
to  write  a  note  to  the  President  saying: 
“It  is  time  to  pause.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  before  us  to¬ 
day  another  major  landmark  in  this 
stream  of  measures,  the  1965  rivers  and 
harbors  and  flood  control  bill.  As  stew¬ 
ards  of  our  Nation’s  wealth  and  re¬ 
sources,  we  are  again  being  called  upon 
to  decide  what  is  in  the  best  long-range 
interest  of  all  our  people. 

We,  the  Congress,  have  been  chosen  by 
the  votes  of  conscientious  American 
citizens  to  represent  them  in  accepting 
the  tremendous  responsibility  of  making 
the  laws  which  affect  them  and  their 
resources.  Each  succeeding  bill  sharp¬ 
ens  the  issue  of  whether  we  would  be  re¬ 
ducing  or  expanding  or  managing  wisely 
the  remaining  balance  of  resources 
available  to  meet  the  Nation’s  needs  in 
the  years  ahead.  Consequently,  the  im¬ 
portance  of  sound  decisions — and  the  in¬ 
herent  danger  of  shortcuts — increases 
geometrically  with  the  effect  these  de¬ 
cisions  have  on  the  remaining  balance 
of  resources.  I  hope  and  pray  that  his¬ 
tory  will  not  find  America  wanting  be¬ 
cause  of  unwise  actions  we  might  take. 

Mr.  Chairman,  great  publicity  has  been 
given  by  the  executive  branch  over  the 
past  year  to  its  efforts  to  eliminate  waste 
in  Government.  God  knows  how  badly 
that  is  needed.  But,  the  real  issue  with 
which  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
should  be  wrestling  is  whether  we  are 
achieving  the  most  efficient  allocation  of 
our  resources,  material  and  human. 
This  involves,  first,  a  clear  cataloging 
of  available  resources,  present  and  fu¬ 
ture,  and  second,  a  determination,  on  a 
priority  basis,  of  our  greatest  needs  as  a 
people.  It  involves  formulation  of  crea¬ 
tive  and  imaginative  plans  for  meeting 
such  needs  and  the  ascertainment  and 
evaluation  of  the  resulting  consequences 
of  each  possible  alternative.  Achieving 
the  most  efficient  allocation  of  our  re¬ 
sources  also  involves  analysis  and  choice 
between  existing  programs  and  new  pro¬ 
posals,  between  investment  and  current 
expense,  between  accomplishment  by 
Government  and  by  private  enterprise. 
Such  program  evaluations  are  funda¬ 
mental  to  attainment  of  wise  and  mean¬ 
ingful  conclusions.  The  manner  and  de¬ 
gree  of  the  use  of  the  Nation’s  resources 
will  determine  whether  we  are  to  become 
a  “have”  or  a  “have  not”  nation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  1965  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  and  flood  control  bill,  as  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  includes 
a  number  of  proposals  which  have  not 
been  tested  adequately  against  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  sound  stewardship  I  have  just 
mentioned.  I  question  whether  it  is  in 
the  best  interest  of  ourselves,  the  Na¬ 
tion,  and  future  generations  to  take  the 
gamble  these  projects  involve.  There 
are  three  points  in  particular  I  wish 
to  discuss. 

First.  Title  I  provides  for  the  planning 
of  a  vast  new  complex  of  water  storage, 
conveyance,  and  purification  works  to 
be  accomplished  solely  by  the  Federal 
Government  through  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers.  This  extensive  new  scheme 


comes  almost  immediately  on  the  heels 
of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act — 
Public  Law  89-80 — approved  July  22, 
1965.  The  principles  embodied  in  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act  have  been 
studied  for  decades  and  the  concept  of 
that  law  has  had  the  support  of  at  least 
the  last  four  administrations.  That  act 
clearly  declares  it  to  be  “the  policy  of 
the  Congress  to  encourage  the  conserva¬ 
tion,  development,  and  utilization  of  wa¬ 
ter  and  related  land  resources  of  the 
United  States  on  a  comprehensive  and 
coordinated  basis  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  States,  localities,  and  private  en¬ 
terprise  with  the  cooperation  of  all  af¬ 
fected  Federal  agencies,  States,  local  gov¬ 
ernments,  individuals,  corporations,  bus¬ 
iness  enterprises,  and  others  concerned,” 
rather  than  having  comprehensive  water 
resources  planned  unilaterally  by  one 
agency.  The  Water  Resources  Planning 
Act  provides  for  establishment  of  river 
basin  commissions  to  prepare  and  coordi¬ 
nate  these  comprehensive  plans. 

The  need  for  studies  of  long-range 
water  requirements  of  the  Northeastern 
United  States  is  unquestioned.  But,  the 
proposed  authorization  for  a  unilateral 
Federal  study  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
represents  a  complete  reversal  of  the 
policy  of  comprehensive  and  coordinated 
planning,  expressed  in  a  law  hardly  2 
months  old.  I  think  it  is  unprecedented 
and  the  height  of  frivolity  to  assign  full 
responsibility  to  one  Federal  agency  for 
providing  all  facilities,  including  a  new 
function  never  before  considered  a  Fed¬ 
eral  activity — purification  and  treatment 
works — with  the  attendant  abdication 
by  all  other  Federal  agencies  as  well  as 
States,  local  governments,  individuals, 
corporations,  business  enterprises,  and 
others  as  described  in  Public  Law  89- 
80,  without  detailed  analysis,  evaluation, 
and  hearing.  Such  a  sudden  major  re¬ 
versal  of  the  studies  and  travail  which 
resulted  in  the  enactment  of  Public  Law 
89-80  would  be  shocking.  Certainly  the 
conception  in  that  law  should  be  given  a 
fair  opportunity  to  prove  itself,  or  should 
be,  at  least,  assaulted  directly,  not  cov¬ 
ertly,  so  that  all  can  understand  what 
is  at  stake. 

Second.  Section  201(a)  of  title  n  of 
the  bill  would  give  blanket  authority  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  construct  any 
water  resource  development  project  if 
the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  such  project  is  less  than  $10 
million.  Appropriations  for  prosecution 
of  the  work  could  not  be  made  unless 
approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives, 
respectively. 

For  145  years  the  Congress  has  insisted 
on  specific  authorization  of  major  works 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Without 
careful  examination  of  the  need  and  jus¬ 
tification  for  such  a  substantial  de¬ 
parture  from  historic  procedure,  a  new 
practice  is  to  be  initiated.  I  know  my 
colleagues  on  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  possess  great  knowledge  in  this 
field,  but  I  seriously  question  whether 
undertakings  of  this  character  and  mag¬ 
nitude  should  be  prosecuted  without  the 
regular  procedure  of  hearing,  review, 
evaluation,  consideration,  and  approval 


of  the  entire  Congress.  The  need  for 
such  urgency  has  not  been  established. 
Now  that  the  Public  Works  Committee 
seems  to  have  adopted  a  policy  of  in¬ 
troducing  a  river  and  harbor  and  flood 
control  bill  each  year,  there  is  no  need 
for  short-circuiting  the  established  leg¬ 
islative  process. 

The  language  of  this  provision  is  also 
so  broad  as  to  encompass  a  scope  of  de¬ 
velopment  far  beyond  anything  hereto¬ 
fore  considered  to  be  within  the  purview 
of  the  Federal  responsibility.  “Any” 
water  resource  project  would  be  eligible 
and  its  total  cost  could  be  unlimited. 
Only  the  “estimate”  of  its  “Federal”  first 
cost  could  not  exceed  $10  million. 

Third.  Section  204  of  title  II  would 
authorize  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project,  St.  John  River  in  Maine.  I  em¬ 
phasized  earlier  the  importance  to  our¬ 
selves  and  future  generations  that  our 
limited  resources  are  used  most  efficiently 
and  have  suggested  the  steps  required  to 
be  taken  to  guarantee  that  they  are.  I 
find  repeated  support  for  this  approach 
in  statements  of  executive  branch  offi¬ 
cials.  For  example,  Budget  Director 
Charles  L.  Schultze  said  in  an  article 
in  the  Tax  Foundation’s  Tax  Review, 
dated  August  1965 : 

The  efficient  allocation  of  resources  In  the 
Federal  sector  of  the  economy  requires  *  *  * 
a  choice  of  the  least-cost  method  of  carrying 
on  a  given  program — in  other  words,  cost 
reduction. 

Our  major  need  Is  a  much  wider  applica¬ 
tion  of  improved  methods,  techniques,  and 
systems  analysis  to  the  definition  of  pro¬ 
gram  objectives,  the  measurement  of  per¬ 
formance  and  the  weighing  of  alternatives  as 
the  basis  for  decisions. 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project, 
which  will  cost  some  $300  million  or  more 
when  basic  electric  transmission  lines 
are  included  is,  for  all  intents  and  pur¬ 
poses,  totally  a  Federal  power  project. 
Ninety-eight  percent  of  the  alleged  bene¬ 
fits  are  from  electric  power.  Nine-tenths 
of  the  remaining  2  percent  of  benefits 
are  for  area  redevelopment,  leaving  only 
two-tenths  of  1  percent,  or  $40,000  for 
flood  control,  a  traditional  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineer  function.  The  project  must  be 
evaluated,  therefore,  almost  solely  on 
its  power  efficiency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  fully  realize  that  our 
hardworking  and  conscientious  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  Public  Works  Committee 
barely  approved  this  project  by  a  vote 
of  18  to  15.  I  am  not  a  member  of  that 
distinguished  committee  but,  having 
served  on  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  for  some  16  years,  I  think 
my  credentials  are  in  order  to  speak 
with  some  knowledge  on  water  resource 
development  and  hydroelectric  dams. 
This  St.  John — Dickey-Lincoln  School — 
project,  which  has  always  been  consid¬ 
ered  in  connection  with  the  discredited 
Passamaquoddy  project,  has  been  ram- 
rodded  this  far  through  Congress  by  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  Stewart  Udall.  Be¬ 
cause  of  their  experience,  the  members 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee  may  be 
pretty  familiar  with  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  its  activities,  and  its  programs. 
But,  because  of  my  experience,  I  may 
know  a  little  bit  more  about  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  its  activities,  and 
its  programs,  and  let  me  assure  each  and 
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every  one  of  the  Members  here  today 
that  some  of  the  proposals  and  activities 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  they 
relate  to  the  development  of  Federal 
electric  power,  leave  much  to  be  desired. 

Time  and  time  again  I  have  stood  in 
the  well  of  this  House  to  tell  my  col¬ 
leagues  about  the  almost  unbelievable 
attempts  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  further  the  cause  of  public 
power.  I  have  discussed  the  millions  of 
dollars  that  are  being  lost  annually  by 
the  power  marketing  agencies  of  the  de¬ 
partment.  Despite  this  tremendous  an¬ 
nual  loss  in  every  single  one  of  its  mar¬ 
keting  agencies,  Secretary  Udall  glibly 
tells  the  Public  Works  Committee — ac¬ 
cording  to  the  transcript  of  the  hearings 
before  that  group — that,  of  course,  a  new 
power  administration  would  have  to  be 
created  in  New  England  to  market  the 
power  from  the  Diekey-Lincoln  School 
project.  The  Secretary  also  admitted 
under  careful  cross-examination  that  no 
attempt  has  yet  been  made  by  any  official 
of  his  Department  to  discuss  with  poten¬ 
tial  customers  in  New  England  the  possi¬ 
bilities  of  marketing  this  block  of  power. 
This  should  be  a  startling  revelation 
about  the  slipshod  way  this  project  has 
been  conceived,  nurtured,  and  foisted  on 
the  Congress  and  the  unsuspecting  Amer¬ 
ican  public.  It  is  not  startling  to  me, 
however,  because  I  have  dealt  with  that 
agency  too  closely  too  long. 

Mr.  Chairman,  even  in  the  report  of 
other  Government  agencies  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  on  the  combined  St. 
John-Passamaquoddy  project,  some  of 
them  admitted  that  alternative  methods 
of  generation  could  and  would  produce 
electric  power  more  cheaply  in  New  Eng¬ 
land.  In  addition  to  the  many  admoni¬ 
tions  and  expressions  of  Government 
officials  emphasizing  how  essential  it  is 
to  select  the  best  way  of  doing  things,  the 
need  for  comparing  alternatives  to  show 
the  relative  economic  efficiency  of  a  proj¬ 
ect  and  available  alternatives  is  set  forth 
in  the  administration’s  statement  of 
“Policies,  Standards,  and  Procedures  in 
the  Formulation,  Evaluation,  and  Re¬ 
view  of  Plans  for  Use  and  Development  of 
Water  and  Related  Land  Resources” — 
Senate  Document  No.  97.  Chapter  V, 
paragraph  C2,  of  that  document  states 
that  comprehensive  plans  shall  be  formu¬ 
lated  to  include  units  and  purposes  which, 
among  other  things,  satisfy  the  follow¬ 
ing  criteria : 

There  is  no  more  economical  means,  eval¬ 
uated  on  a  comparable  basis,  of  accomplish¬ 
ing  the  same  purpose  or  purposes  which 
could  be  precluded  from  development  if  the 
plan  were  undertaken.  This  limitation  re¬ 
fers  only  to  those  alternative  possibilities 
that  would  be  physically  displaced  or  eco¬ 
nomically  precluded  from  development  if  the 
project  is  undertaken. 

The  hearing  record  before  the  Public 
Works  Committee  clearly  establishes 
that  there  are  more  economic  alterna¬ 
tives.  The  Department  of  the  Interior 
reports  on  the  project  succinctly  point 
out  that  there  are  more  economical 
means  than  Dickey  of  producing  power 
in  the  New  England  area.  Such  other 
means,  however,  are  rejected  because 
there  is  no  Federal  authority  to  under¬ 
take  them.  In  other  words,  if  the  Federal 
Government  cannot  do  it,  it  is  not  an  ac¬ 


ceptable  alternative.  Such  specious  rea¬ 
soning  not  only  makes  a  mockery  of  the 
comparability  test,  but  also  exposes  the 
real  objectives  of  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment — Federal  power  regardless  of  cost 
or  economics. 

Non-Federal  interests  have  confirmed 
the  findings  of  Interior  that  power  can 
be  produced  more  economically  by 
nuclear  energy  and  pumped  storage,  yet 
the  pressures  to  authorize  this  uneco¬ 
nomic  and  inefficient  proposed  Federal 
development  persist.  It  has  not  even 
been  studied  from  the  standpoint  of 
securing  the  best  development  of  the  re¬ 
sources  of  the  area. 

This  country  cannot  afford  the  luxury 
of  building  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project,  at  least  as  presently  conceived, 
merely  to  advance  a  philosophical  and 
ideological  ambition. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  briefly  discussed 
three  major  provisions  of  S.  2300,  as  re¬ 
ported  to  the  House  of  Representatives, 
which  involve  fundamental  policies  of 
Government  as  well  as  enormous  ex¬ 
penditures.  There  are  other  provisions  in 
the  bill  of  similar  import.  This  body,  if 
it  is  to  act  responsibly,  must  insist  on  a 
much  more  careful  review  of  their  impli¬ 
cations  and  potentials  before  giving 
them  its  approval.  It  is  pitiful  that  we 
are  about  to  embark  on  some  of  these 
significant  new  ventures  in  such  a  casual 
way.  The  time  for  demonstration  of  in¬ 
terest,  concern,  and  integrity  is  here. 
I  hope  we  will  capitalize  on  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  make  sound  decisions  and  to 
give  statesmanlike  direction  to  these 
matters  because  if  we  fail  to  do  so — 

The  moving  finger  writes;  and,  having  writ, 
Moves  on :  nor  all  our  piety  nor  wit 
Shall  lure  it  back  to  cancel  half  a  line. 

Nor  all  our  tears  wash  out  a  word  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  St.  John  project 
can  and  must  be  stricken  from  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Clark]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  in  his  opin¬ 
ion  the  “noes”  had  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered;  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Clark  and 
Mr.  Blatnik. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tell¬ 
ers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  132, 
noes  130. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  di¬ 
rect  an  inquiry  to  the  committee,  per¬ 
haps  the  gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Jones]. 

I  am  concerned  over  the  language 
which  appears  at  page  46,  line  24  of  the 
bill,  wherein  it  is  stated  in  subparagraph 
'(3)  that  “the  recommendations  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  improvements  for  fish  and 
wildlife.” 

The  House  report  accompanying  the 
1966  public  works  appropriation  bill 
would  prohibit  certain  pin-chases  of  land. 

I  quote  from  that  report: 

The  committee  has  not  approved  the  use 
of  any  funds  for  the  purchase  of  land  in  fee 


for  a  sump  area  or  a  wildlife  refuge  on  the 
Yazoo  Backwater  project  in  Issaquena  and 
Warren  Counties. 

I  may  say  that  the  report  accompany¬ 
ing  the  bill  S.  2300  states  that  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  recommends  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  land  for  fish  and  wildlife  purposes 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  gentleman 
in  the  Hillside  floodway. 
from  Alabama  this  question.  Is  it  in¬ 
tended  that  the  language  in  the  Senate 
bill,  S.  2300,  which  I  quoted  a  moment 
ago  overrides  or  vitiates  or  nullifies  or 
repeals  the  prohibition  contained  in  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions  from  which  I  quoted  a  moment  ago? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  No;  this 
provision  is  not  intended  to  override  the 
prohibition  the  gentleman  refers  to.  It 
has  to  do,  instead,  with  the  matter  of 
cost  sharing  between  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  interests  in  land  they  would  be 
authorized  to  purchase. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  very  grateful 
to  the  gentleman  for  clarifying  that  for 
me.  I  have  one  further  question  to  ask 
the  gentleman.  Do  I  understand  that 
future  appropriations  will  have  to  be 
made  before  they  could  purchase  land  as 
purchased  by  this  bill;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  It  certainly 
would  require  an  appropriation  in  order 
to  purchase  this  land. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  KUNKEL 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

Tire  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Kunkel  : 
Page  44,  after  line  21,  insert  the  following: 

“The  projects  for  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir, 
Lower  Auchumpkee  Reservoir,  and  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  Spewrell  Bluff  Reservoir  authorized 
by  the  Act  of  December  30,  1963  (Public  Law 
88-253 ) ,  are  each  modified  to  provide  that  a 
private  power  company  may  construct,  own, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  hydroelectric 
power  facilities  at  such  reservoir  if,  within 
2  years  of  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  (1)  licenses 
such  company  to  do  so  in  accordance  with 
the  Federal  Power  Act,  and  other  applicable 
provisions  of  law,  and  (2)  fixes,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  10(e)  of  the  Federal  Power 
Act,  the  charges  to  be  paid  by  the  licensee 
for  use  of  the  dam  so  as  to  reimburse  the 
Federal  Government  for  project  costs  allo¬ 
cated  to  power  during  the  period  of  the 
license.  The  operation  and  maintenance  of 
such  hydroelectric  power  facilities  by  a  pri¬ 
vate  power  company  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army.” 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
amendment  which  I  have  just  offered 
would  provide  for  a  joint  Federal-private 
development  of  the  Flint  River  Basin, 
Georgia,  by  the  Federal  Government  and 
a  private  power  company.  The  joint  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Flint  River  Basin  will 
promote  a  closer  partnership  between 
government  and  private  enterprise  and 
will  result  in  a  reduction  in  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  development  of  that 
river. 

In  1962,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  rec¬ 
ommended  a  comprehensive  plan  for  de- 
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velopment  of  the  Flint  River.  This  plan 
included  construction  of  the  Spewrell 
Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and  Lower  Auchump- 
kee  Creek  Dams  and  Reservoirs  in  the 
headwaters  for  flood  control,  hydroelec¬ 
tric  power  generation,  general  reaction 
and  Ashing  recreation,  and  two  other 
projects,  primarily  for  navigation,  below 
Albany,  Ga.  The  general  plan  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  Congress  in  1963,  but  only  the 
construction  of  the  Spewrell  Bluff  Dam 
and  Reservoir  was  authorized  at  that 
time. 

The  bill  now  being  considered  would 
authorize  the  other  two  headwater  proj¬ 
ects  at  Lazer  Creek  and  Lower  Auchump- 
kee  Creek  at  an  estimated  Federal  cost 
of  $88,653,000.  The  total  estimated  cost 
of  these  two  projects  and  Spewrell  Bluff 
Dam  and  Reservoir  is  $156,455,000,  of 
which  $52  million,  or  one-third  of  the 
entire  cost,  is  for  construction  of  the 
hydroelectric  power  features. 

The  amendment  which  I  have  offered 
would  provide  that  a  private  power  com¬ 
pany  may  construct,  own,  operate,  and 
maintain  the  hydroelectric  power  facili¬ 
ties  at  each  of  these  three  reservoirs  if, 
within  2  years  after  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation,  the  Federal 
Power  Commisssion  licenses  such  com¬ 
pany  to  do  so  in  accordance  with  the 
Federal  Power  Act  and  other  applicable 
provisions  of  law,  and  fixes,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  section  10(e)  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act,  the  charges  to  be  paid  by  the 
licensee  for  use  of  the  dam  so  as  to  reim¬ 
burse  the  Federal  Government  for  proj¬ 
ect  costs  allocated  to  power  during  the 
period  of  the  time  of  the  license.  The 
operation  and  maintenance  of  such  hy¬ 
droelectric  power  facilities  by  a  private 
power  company  would  be  in  accordance 
with  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Georgia  Power  Co. 
has  made  a  firm  offer  in  hearings  before 
the  committee  to  build,  maintain,  and 
operate  powerhouses,  and  incidental  fa¬ 
cilities  at  the  three  dams  under  FPC 
license  and  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to 
the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  company 
would  make  annual  payments  which 
would  fully  repay  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  project  costs  allocated  to 
power. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  present  and  im¬ 
mediately  past  Governors  of  Georgia 
have  gone  on  record  as  favoring  a  joint 
project.  The  U.S.  Study  Commission, 
Southeast  River  Basins,  has  recommend¬ 
ed  a  joint  venture.  Local  interests  have 
given  overwhelming  support  for  joint 
development. 

Joint  construction  of  these  three  proj¬ 
ects  would  result  in  a  reduction  in  the 
Federal  investment  of  $52  million.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  independent  auditors  have  es¬ 
timated  that  joint  projects  at  these  three 
sites  would  generate  over  the  50-year 
period  of  the  projects  approximately  $41 
million  in  additional  Federal  income 
taxes.  In  addition,  the  company  would 
pay  the  Government  an  estimated  $2.3 
million  annually  for  use  of  the  dams. 

The  State,  counties,  and  school  dis¬ 
tricts  would  also  substantially  benefit. 
State  income  taxes  attributable  to  the 
private  portion  of  the  projects  over  the 
50-year  period  are  estimated  to  be  $4.5 


million.  State  and  county  ad  valorem 
taxes  are  estimated  at  $20.5  million. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Federal  construction  of 
power  generating  facilities  at  the  Spew¬ 
rell  Bluff,  Lazer  Creek,  and  Lower  Au- 
chumpkee  Creek  Dams  and  Reservoirs 
is  not  warranted.  Private  investment, 
in  cooperation  with  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  can  accomplish  the  purposes  with 
many  additional  public  advantages. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my  sincere  hope 
that  this  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Kunkel 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mi'.  CRAMER.  The  amendment  of  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  would,  of 
course,  permit  the  private  power  devel¬ 
opment  at  these  particular  dam  sites, 
would  it  not?  I  speak  of  the  three  dam 
sites  in  the  authorization.  Would  not 
that  action  be  consistent  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  of  the  Resource  Advisory 
Board  of  the  Southeast  River  Basin  of 
which  Georgia  is  a  participant?  They 
have  recommended  that  that  be  done  on 
a  partnership  basis  with  private  power 
companies  putting  in  the  facilities 
needed  for  power  development  and  the 
Federal  Government  putting  in  the  fa¬ 
cilities  needed  for  the  necessary  rivers, 
harbors,  and  flood  control  development. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  KUNKEL.  That  is  correct. 

JVIost  importantly,  it  would  enable  the 
river  development  to  go  right  along  as 
planned. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  and  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

(Mr.  FLYNT  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Kunkel],  I  oppose  the  amendment  for 
a  variety  of  reasons,  foremost  among 
which  is  that  if  there  is  any  sphere  of  ac¬ 
tivity  in  this  Nation  where  the  Federal 
Government  has  an  undisputed  right  to 
participate  in  a  full  development,  if  it  so 
desires,  it  is  in  the  development,  con¬ 
struction,  and  operation  of  multiple-pur¬ 
pose  river  development  projects.  This  is 
exactly  the  type  of  project  involved  here, 
in  a  three-dam  complex,  each  of  which  is 
a  multiple-purpose  dam  of  which  hydro¬ 
electric  power  generation  is  one  phase, 
navigation  is  another  phase,  flood  con¬ 
trol  is  another,  and  recreation  is  an  ad¬ 
ditional  phase. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FLYNT.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma,  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  agree  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman.  It  seems  to  me 
it  would  be  a  tragedy  in  the  development 
of  these  resources  if  we  only  partially 
developed  them.  If  power,  flood  control, 
and  recreation  are  all  justified,  why  not 
develop  them  so  that  their  full  potential 
can  be  realized? 


Mr.  FLYNT.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader  for  his  com¬ 
ments  and  for  his  contribution. 

This  project  is  one  which  is  an  in¬ 
vestment  in  the  future.  It  is  an  invest¬ 
ment  in  the  future  development  of  this 
particular  area  just  as  it  is  an  investment 
in  the  development  of  the  United  States 
of  America. 

This  is  a  full  payout  project.  The 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  exceeds  unity.  The 
benefit-to-cost  ratio  on  the  3-dam  com¬ 
plex  stands  at  better  than  1.3  to  1,  which 
means  for  every  dollar  invested  $1.30 
will  be  paid  back  in  benefits. 

We  feel  that  this  is  a  measure  which 
has  long  been  pending  in  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  one  to  which  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
have  given  serious  study  over  the  years. 

I  heartily  subscribe  to  this  develop¬ 
ment,  and  I  endorse  the  language  of  the 
committee  bill,  which  provides  for  full 
Federal  development  of  the  Flint  River. 

The  language  of  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  would  do  more  than  affect  the 
projects  which  are  contained  in  this  bill. 
It  would  have  the  effect  of  deauthorizing 
a  project  which  was  authorized  in  De¬ 
cember  of  1963. 

I  urge  the  rejection  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  passage  of  S.  2300  includ¬ 
ing  the  language  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  which  provides  for  full 
Federal  development  on  this  project  is 
very  important  to  our  State  and  our 
Nation. 

Mr.  CALLAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  and 
move  to  strike  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

(Mr.  CALLAWAY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks  ) 

Mr.  CALLAWAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  previously  testified  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  and  spoken  in 
general  debate  on  this  bill,  and  I  am 
wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  the  full  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Flint  River. 

The  question  raised  by  this  amend¬ 
ment,  however,  is  not  whether  the  Flint 
River  shall  be  developed,  but  how  it  can 
best  be  developed. 

Under  this  amendment,  private  power 
would  be  given  permission  to  participate 
in  the  development  of  the  great  Flint 
River. 

Although  I  enthusiastically  support 
this  amendment,  I  have  hesitated  to 
speak  in  its  behalf,  because  I  have  want¬ 
ed  to  assure  myself  that  I  am  represent¬ 
ing  all  of  my  constituents  and  not  just 
representing  one  particular  company.  I 
say  this  because  for  the  last  few  years, 
and  up  until  the  time  I  was  elected  to 
this  Congress,  I  served  as  a  Member  of 
the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Georgia 
Power  Co.,  and  this  is  the  private  power 
company  which  serves  this  area,  the 
company  that  could  be  affected  by  this 
amendment. 

On  further  reflection,  however,  I  have 
felt  that  I  should  speak  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  for  a  number  of  reasons.  First, 
although  my  service  on  the  power  com¬ 
pany  board  might  tend  to  influence  my 
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judgment,  this  same  service  has  certainly 
given  me  firsthand  knowledge  of  the 
facts  in  this  case. 

Second  and  more  important  to  me, 
millions  of  dollars  of  tax  money  for  my 
constituents  and  yours  will  go  into  this 
project.  Thus  I  feel  that  I  have  an  ob¬ 
ligation  to  them  and  to  all  of  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  this  country  to  try  to  save  that 
tax  money. 

The  Georgia  Power  Co.  has  had  a 
long-standing  interest  in  all  Georgia 
rivers  and  specifically  in  the  Flint  River. 
As  early  as  1909  the  company  began  to 
purchase  land  and  flood  rights  at  the 
sites  of  the  very  dams  mentioned  in  this 
amendment.  Throughout  the  years  the 
Georgia  Power  Co.  has  built  17  separate 
dams  to  complement  its  steam  genera¬ 
tion  plants  with  hydroelectric  peaking 
capacity.  The  company  has  always 
been  ready  to  build  additional  dams  as 
this  peaking  power  capacity  was  needed. 
In  1961  the  company  requested  a  pre¬ 
liminary  permit  from  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  to  survey  the  Flint  River  in 
the  hope  of  being  granted  permission  for 
a  private  development  of  the  river  at  no 
expense  to  the  taxpayer.  Unfortunately, 
this  request  was  turned  down  by  the 
Commission  because  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  was  studying  the  project.  Now  the 
Georgia  Power  Co.  has  made  a  firm  offer 
to  build,  maintain,  and  operate  the 
powerhouses  on  the  Flint  River.  It  is 
estimated  that  this  will  save  the  taxpay¬ 
ers  a  minimum  of  $52  million.  It  was 
pointed  out  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  that  additional  payments 
in  addition  to  that  will  save  another  $181 
million  over  a  150-year  period. 

I  agree  with  the  majority  leader  that 
it  would  be  a  tragedy  if  this  river  were 
not  fully  developed,  but  it  can  be  by  the 
power  company  and  the  Government  in 
partnership. 

The  Governor  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Sanders, 
favors  the  joint  participation  by  private 
power  in  this  development.  The  im¬ 
mediate  past  governor  of  Georgia,  Mr. 
Vandiver,  favored  this  development. 
The  Georgia  Waterways  Commission, 
which  is  the  official  agency  of  the  State 
of  Georgia  charged  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  its  rivers,  favors  it.  The  U.S. 
Study  Commission,  on  the  southeast 
river  basins,  rendered  a  comprehensive 
report  in  favor  of  joint  development. 
Many  mayors,  councils,  county  commis¬ 
sions,  and  groups  in  the  Flint  River  area 
have  gone  on  record  in  favor  of  joint  de¬ 
velopment.  They  are  particularly  in¬ 
terested  in  the  local  ad  valorem  taxes 
that  would  be  developed  by  private  power 
development  and  ownership  of  these 
projects. 

Mr.  Chairman,  th's  amendment  does 
not  require  a  single  thing.  It  just  gives 
the  private  power  company  the  chance 
to  bid  and  prove  its  case.  If  they  can 
prove  their  case  to  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  then  they  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate. 

Mr.  Vinson,  when  he  offered  a  simi¬ 
lar  proposal  in  the  House,  had  language 
that  would  make  private  development 
mandatory.  This  is  merely  permissive 
for  private  power  to  participate. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  time  has  come  for 
all  of  us  who  are  for  saving  the  taxpayers’ 


money  and  for  free  enterprise  to  stand 
up.  The  time  is  now,  and  I  wholeheart¬ 
edly  support  this  amendment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CALLAWAY.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  amount  of  Federr.l 
taxpayer  money  involved  in  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  $52  million.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CALLAWAY.  That  is  the  esti¬ 
mate.  Yes. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  This  is  the  opportu¬ 
nity  for  those  who  are  worried  about  the 
cost  of  this  Government,  which  is  going 
up  constantly,  particularly  with  the  de? 
fense  effort  needed  now,  to  save  $52  mil¬ 
lion  with  this  one  amendment  and  let 
private  enterprise  do  what  they  can  ad¬ 
mittedly  do  and  what  the  people  in 
Georgia  say  should  be  done  on  this  proj¬ 
ect.  This  is  the  time  for  them  to  act. 

Mr.  CALLAWAY.  That  is  correct. 
This  will  save  $52  million  at  this  time 
and  throughout  all  the  years  of  taxpay¬ 
ing  will  save  much  more.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  has 
made  an  outstanding  contribution  to  this 
debate  and  I  congratulate  him. 

Mr.  TUTEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  went 
into  a  detailed  study  of  the  Flint  River 
project.  We  were  thoroughly  convinced 
in  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  that 
it  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  all 
concerned  to  develop  this  river  as  a  Fed¬ 
eral  project.  In  this  particular  area  of 
Georgia  the  rivers  run  red  with  the  soils 
of  the  surrounding  hillsides.  We  expect 
to  take  this  development  further  down 
the  river  in  years  to  come  and  do  not 
want  to  be  involved  in  any  long-term 
agreements  .  with  private  power  com¬ 
panies  which  might  in  some  way  hamper 
future  development. 

I  urge  that  we  support  the  committee 
and  defeat  the  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  KunkelI. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Chairman  announced  that  the  “noes” 
had  it. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
mand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Kunkel  and 
Mr.  Blatnik. 

The  Committee  divided,  and  the  tellers 
renorted  that  there  were — ayes  87,  noes 
134. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk.  Page  78,  line  1: 

TITLE  m - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  301.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  water¬ 
ways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recom¬ 
mended*  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the 
respective  reports  hereinafter  designated. 
The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 


projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental 
thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

Navigation 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston 
Harbor,  Massachusetts;  House  Document 
Numbered  247,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $12,500,000; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode 
Island:  Senate  Document  Numbered  93, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $13,900,000; 

Rondout  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  288,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,000; 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels-En- 
trance  to  Kill  Van  Kull  from  Upper  New 
York  Bay:  House  Document  Numbered  108, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,581,000; 

New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage 
Areas)  :  Senate  Document  Numbered  17, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $44,852,000; 

Shrewsbury  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  274,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,090,000; 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Mary¬ 
land:  House  Document  Numbered  225, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $323,000; 

Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers — Removal 
of  Drift  in  the  Washington  Metropolitan 
Area:  House  Document  Numbered  286, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk 
Harbor,  Hampton  Roads,  Virginia:  House 
Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,095,000; 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor, 
and  Thimble  Shoal  Channel,  Virginia: 
House  Document  Numbered  187,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$25,600,000; 

Hampton  Creek,  Virginia:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  201,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
modification  of  items  of  local  cooperation; 

Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House 
Document  Numbered  252,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,510,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Docu¬ 
ments  Numbered  226  and  263,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,569,000. 
The  plan  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  263, 
E’ghty-ninth  Congress,  shall  include  facili¬ 
ties  to  mitigate  damages  to  presently  im¬ 
proved  areas  southeast  of  the  Savannah  Wild¬ 
life  Refuge  at  an  estimated  additional  cost 
of  $40,000.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may  in¬ 
clude  additional  faciliteis  to  mitigate  dam¬ 
ages  to  additional  lands  southeast  of  the 
Savannah  Wildlife  Refuge  if  he  determines 
them  to  be  necessary  and  justified,  at  an 
estimated  additional  cost  of  $60,000.  All 
such  facilities  to  mitigate  damages  shall  be 
maintained  by  local  interests. 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  214,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,484,000; 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  74,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,104,000; 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet, 
Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  91, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,093,000; 

East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico 
into  Choctawhatchee  Bay,  Florida:  House 
Document  Numbered  194,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000; 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  94,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $625,000; 
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Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  327,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $262,000: 

Mermentau  River,  Louisiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  239,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,690,000; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  151,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,000.  In  order  to 
compensate  for  existing  low  water  levels  in 
Lake  Huron,  an  additional  Increment  of  one 
foot  in  channel  depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  16,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $237,000; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  301,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $570,000,  except  that 
the  modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
contained  in  letter  of  April  5,  1965,  from  the 
Department  of  the  Army  to  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  recreational  fish¬ 
ing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan :  House  Document 
Numbered  240,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $437,000; 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  243,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $664,000; 

Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document 
Numbered  269,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,840,000; 

Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  362,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $235,000. 

The  project  for  Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio,  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-645;  74  Stat. 
480)  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  to  construct  a  steel  bulkhead  at 
cut  numbered  1.  Local  interests  shall  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  cost  of  the  project  an  amount 
equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of 
the  original  authorization  of  this  project  that 
would  have  been  required  for  cut  numbered  1, 
but  for  this  modification. 

West  Harbor,  Ohio :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  245,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $544,000; 

Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document 
Numbered  227,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  160,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,000,000.  In 
view  of  the  willingness  of  the  State  of  Indi¬ 
ana  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a 
deep-draft  public  harbor  in  that  vicinity, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  a  monetary  contribution  toward  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  such  a  harbor  according  to 
a  design  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  State  of  Indiana,  subject  to 
the  following  conditions:  (1)  The  amount  of 
such  contribution  shall  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation  with 
the  State  of  Indiana,  and  approved  by  the 
President;  (2)  such  amount  shall  not  exceed 
the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  constructing 
an  equivalent  .Federal  harbor  at  the  same 
site;  (3)  prior  to  the  time  that  the  monetary 
contribution,  or  any  part  thereof,  is  made 
available  to  the  State  of  Indiana  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  and  the  State  of  Indiana 
shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  operation  of  the  harbor  essen¬ 
tially  as  it  would  be  operated  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  had  it  been  constructed  as  a  Fed¬ 
eral  harbor;  (4)  no  fees  or  tolls  shall  be 
charged  for  entrance  to  the  outer  harbor;  (6) 
any  other  fees  or  charges  collected  by  the 
State  of  Indiana  shall  not  be  used  to  cover 
any  part  of  the  contribution  made  by  the 
Federal  Government  under  this  Act;  (6)  any 
funds  appropriated  under  this  authorization 
shall  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  made  available  to  the  State  of 


Indiana  over  the  period  of  construction  in 
proportion  to  the  proposed  annual  expendi¬ 
tures  of  the  State  for  construction  of  the 
outer  harbor;  and  (7)  at  least  sixty  days  prior 
to  the  date  on  which  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  makes  available  to  the  State  of  Indiana 
the  initial  installment  of  the  monetary  con¬ 
tribution  authorized  by  this  Act,  he  shall 
submit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
a  letter  report  setting  forth  the  basis  for  his 
determination  under  clause  (1)  above.  Un¬ 
less  construction  of  the  harbor  is  initiated 
within  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  the  authority  for  the  mone¬ 
tary  contribution  contained  in  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  expire.  Neither  this  paragraph, 
nor  the  construction  authorized  by  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  adversely  affect  or  otherwise 
prejudice  the  establishment  of  all  or  any 
part  of  the  Indiana  dunes  as  a  national  lake- 
shore. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  217,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,254,000; 

Houston  Ship  Channel  (Greens  Bayou), 
Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  257, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $470,000; 

Trinity  River  and  tributaries,  Texas:  House 
Document  Numbered  276,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  including  navigation,  except  that  the 
recommendations  of  the  Board  of  Engineers 
for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated  March  14,  1963, 
shall  apply,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized 
$83,000,000  for  Initiation  and  partial  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  project. 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California : 
House  Document  Numbered  208,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$46,853,000.  The  works  for  wavewash  pro¬ 
tection  within  the  limits  of  the  modified  San 
Joaquin  River  navigation  project  shall  be 
repaired  or  restored  by  the  United  States  as 
determined  to  be  necessary  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  over  the  life  of  the  project. 

Crescent  City  Harbor,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered  264,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,980,000; 

Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  106,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $853,000; 

Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor, 
California:  House  Document  Numbered  148, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,360,000; 

Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  76,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
maintenance.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests 
for  any  work  done  by  such  interests  on  such 
project  after  August  1,  1965,  if  he  approves 
such  work  as  being  in  accordance  with  the 
project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  62,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $696,000; 

Chetco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  21,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,308,000; 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,000,000; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  147,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors  for 
light-draft  vessels,  Hawaii :  House  Document 
Numbered  353,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000; 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  68,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Har¬ 
bor,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $9,928,000; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  75,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,291,000; 


Beach  erosion 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House 
Document  Numbered  228,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  186,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  325,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
periodic  nourishment; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina: 
House  Document  Numbered  323,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$319,000; 

Duval  County,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  273,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,266,000; 

Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  159,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $392,000; 

Haleiva  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  107,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $572,000; 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document 
Numbered  104,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,490,000. 

Sec.  302.  Section  104  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300),  as 
amended  by  section  104  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173,  1180),  is 
hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
a  comprehensive  program  to  provide  for  con¬ 
trol  and  progressive  eradication  of  water- 
hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eurasion  water- 
milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant 
growths,  from  the  navigable  waters,  tribu¬ 
tary  streams,  connecting  channels,  and  other 
allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation,  public  health,  and  related  pur¬ 
poses,  including  continued  research  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  most  effective  and  eco¬ 
nomic  control  measures,  to  be  administered 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agen¬ 
cies.  Local  interests  shall  agree  to  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  that 
may  occur  from  control  operations  and  to 
participate  to  the  extent  of  30  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  such  operations.  Costs  for 
research  and  planning  undertaken  pursuant 
to  the  authorities  of  this  section  shall  be 
borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  amounts,  not  in  excess  of  $5,- 
000,000  annually,  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
such  funds  employed  for  control  operations 
shall  be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
on  a  priority  basis,  based  upon  the  urgency 
and  need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability 
of  local  funds.” 

Sec.  303.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby 
granted  for  the  purposes  of  section  9  of  the 
Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401),  to  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  construct  a  dam 
on  the  Susquehanna  River,  downstream  from 
the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury, 
Pennsylvania. 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations 
and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of 
section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1950: 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries. 
New  Hampshire,  and  adjoining  tributaries  of 
the  Piscataqua  River,  New  Hampshire  and 
Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  providing  improvements  in  the 
interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 
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Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to 
nature  and  extent  of  measures  necessary  to 
preserve  and  enhance  the  scenic  beauty  of 
the  American  Palls. 

Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway: 
Investigation  and  study  of  means  of  extend¬ 
ing  the  navigation  season  on  the  waterways 
at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $75,000. 
Report  to  include  a  full  and  complete  in- 
vestigatien  and  study  of  waterway  deicing 
systems,  including  a  review  of  any  previous 
pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  any  available  information  from  any  of 
the  other  Departments  of  the  Government, 
and  waterway  deicing  methods  in  use  by  pri¬ 
vate  concerns  and  foreign  governments,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  practicabil¬ 
ity,  means,  and  economic  justification  for  ex¬ 
tending  the  navigation  season  on  the  Great 
Lakes  (including  connecting  channels  and 
harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 
by  eliminating  ice  conditions  to  the  extent 
possible.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may  sub¬ 
mit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be  deemed 
advisable,  and  shall  submit  his  final  reports, 
together  with  his  recommendations  for  such 
legislation  and  administrative  actions  as  he 
may  deem  advisable,  not  later  than  two  years 
after  funds  are  made  available  for  the  study. 

Lake  Dauterive  and  Chareton  Floodgate, 
Louisiana. 

Dickinson  Bayou,  Texas. 

Manchester  Harbor,  Washington. 

Gulfport  Harbor,  Mississippi. 

Calumet  River,  Illinois. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  from  about 
mile  29  West  of  Harvey  Lock  to  U.S.  High¬ 
way  No.  90  in  vicinity  of  Boutte,  Louisiana. 

Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  Caloosa- 
hatchee  River  to  the  Withlacoochee  River, 
Florida,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  modifying  the  project,  with  par¬ 
ticular  reference  to  provision  for  a  side  chan¬ 
nel  or  connecting  channel  improvement 
through  Cross  Bayou  to  Old  Tampa  Bay,  in 
the  vicinity  of  Howard  Prankland  Bridge,  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  and  related  pur¬ 
poses. 

San  Francisco  County,  California  (beach 
erosion) . 

Lake  Michigan  Shoreline,  Milwaukee  Coun¬ 
ty,  Michigan  (beach  erosion) . 

Indian  River  County,  Florida  (beach  ero¬ 
sion)  . 

Sec.  305.  The  first  proviso  in  the  para¬ 
graph  which  begins  “James  River,  Virginia:” 
in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1962  (Public  Law  87-874)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “after  a  period  of  five  years  from 
the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the 
Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  proj¬ 
ect  within  that  time”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “October  23,  1971,  unless  the  Gover¬ 
nor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project  by 
that  date”. 

Sec.  306.  Section  107  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1174)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$5,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$22,000”. 

Sec.  307.  That  portion  of  the  East  River, 
in  New  York  County,  State  of  New  York,  ly¬ 
ing  between  the  south  line  of  East  Seven¬ 
teenth  Street,  extended  eastwardly,  the 
United  States  pierhead  line  as  it  existed  on 
July  1,  1965,  and  the  south  line  of  East 
Thirtieth  Street,  extended  eastwardly.  Is 
hereby  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  water 
of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  308.  The  old  channel  of  the  River 
Raisin  in  Monroe  County.  Michigan,  lying 
between  the  Monroe  Harbor  range  front  light 
and  Raisin  Point,  its  entrance  into  Lake 
Erie,  is  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  stream 
of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  consent  of  Congress  is  here¬ 
by  given  for  the  filling  in  of  the  old  channel 
by  the  riparian  owners  on  such  channel. 


Sec.  309.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  303)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:' 

“Sec.  111.  Whenever,  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction  of  any  navigation, 
flood  control,  or  related  water  development 
project  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter¬ 
mines  that  any  structure  or  facility  owned 
by  an  agency  of  government  and  utilized  in 
the  performance  of  a  governmental  function 
should  be  protected,  altered,  reconstructed, 
relocated,  or  replaced  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  navigation  or  flood  control,  or  both; 
or  to  preserve  the  safety  or  integrity  of  such 
facility  when  its  safety  or  usefulness  is 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be 
adversely  affected  or  threatend  by  the  project, 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  may,  if  he  deems  such 
action  to  be  in  the  public  Interest,  enter  into 
a  contract  providing  for  (1)  the  payment 
from  appropriations  made  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  maintenance  of  such  project  of  the 
reasonable  cost  of  replacing,  relocating,  or 
reconstructing  such  facility  to  such  standard 
as  he  deems  reasonable  but  not  to  exceed 
the  minimum  standard  of  the  State  or  polit¬ 
ical  subdivision  for  the  same  type  of  facility 
involved,  except  that  if  the  existing  facility 
exceeds  the  minimum  standard  of  the  State 
or  political  subdivision,  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  may  provide  a  facility  of  comparable 
standard,  or  (2)  the  payment  of  a  lump  sum 
representing  the  estimated  reasonable  cost 
(thereof.  This  section  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  as  modifying  any  existing  or  future 
requirement  of  local  cooperation,  or  as  in¬ 
dicating  a  policy  that  local  interests  shall 
not  hereafter  be  required  to  assume  costs  of 
modifying  such  facilities.  The  provisions 
of  this  section  may  be  applied  to  projects 
hereafter  authorized  and  to  those  heretofore 
authorized  but  not  completed  as  of  July  3, 
1958,  and  notwithstanding  the  navigation 
servitude  vested  in  the  United  States,  they 
may  be  applied  to  such  structures  or  facil¬ 
ities  occupying  the  beds  of  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  310.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  (33 
U.S.C.  577)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$2,- 
000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$10,- 
000,000”. 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  107  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “$200,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “$500,000”. 

(b)  Section  3  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
authorizing  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly  owned 
property”,  approved  August  13,  1946,  as 
amended  (33  U.S.C.  426g),  is  amended  (1) 
by  striking  out  "$3,000,000”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$10,000,000”,  and  (2)  by  striking 
out  “$400,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$500,000”. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  not  apply  to  any  project  under 
contract  for  construction  on  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  311.  The  project  for  Calumet  Harbor 
and  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana,  as  authorized 
by  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1962  (76  Stat.  1173),  is  modified  in  order 
to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
to  provide  at  Federal  cost  (1)  such  protection 
for  the  Elgin,  Joliet,  and  Eastern  Railway 
bridge  over  the  Calumet  River,  Chicago, 
Illinois,  as  is  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of 
the  full  width  of  the  south  draw  to  the  depth 
of  twenty-seven  feet,  (2)  such  temporary 
protection  for  the  center  pier  and  the  south 
abutment  of  the  New  York,  Chicago,  and 
Saint  Louis  Railroad  bridge  (Nickel  Plate)  as 
is  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the  full 
width  of  the  south  bridge  draw  to  the  depth 
of  twenty-seven  feet  prior  to  its  replace¬ 
ment,  and  (3)  such  modification  of  the 
chanel  limits  as  is  necessary  to  insure  full 
use  of  each  such  draw. 


Sec.  312.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  a  complete 
investigation  and  study  of  water  utilization 
and  control  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin, 
including  the  waters  of  the  Baltimore  Harbor 
fl^nd  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  navigation,  fisheries,  flood  control, 
control  of  noxious  weeds,  water  pollution, 
water  quality  control,  beach  erosion,  and 
recreation.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  section,  the  Secretary,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  con¬ 
struct,  operate,  and  maintain  in  the  State  of 
Maryland  a  hydraulic  model  of  the  Ches¬ 
apeake  Bay  Basin  and  associated  technical 
center.  Such  model  and  center  may  be  util¬ 
ized,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary,  by  any 
department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of 
the  Federal  Government  or  of  the  States  of 
Maryland,  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania,  in 
connection  with  any  research,  investigation, 
or  study  being  carried  on  by  them  of  any 
aspect  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin.  The 
study  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be 
given  priority. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $8,500,000  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  The  Act  approved  December 
21,  1944  (68  Stat.  846),  authorizing  the  City 
of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission  to  acquire, 
construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge 
or  bridges,  including  approaches  thereto, 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the 
cities  of  Clinton.  Iowa,  and  Fulton,  Illinois,  is 
hereby  revived  and  reenacted.  This  section 
(including  the  amendments  made  by  this 
section)  shall  be  null  and  void  insofar  as  it 
authorizes  the  construction  of  a  bridge  or 
bridges  unless  actual  construction  thereof 
be  commenced  within  three  years  and  com¬ 
pleted  within  five  years  from  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section. 

(b)  Section  5  of  such  Act  is  afnended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  5.  (a)  The  commission  and  its  suc¬ 
cessors  and  assigns  are  hereby  authorized  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  such 
bridge,  or  bridges  as  may  be  acquired,  re¬ 
constructed,  or  constructed,  as  herein  pro¬ 
vided,  and  approaches  (including  the  ap¬ 
proach  highways,  which,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  commission,  it  is  necessary  or  advisable 
to  construct  or  cause  to  be  constructed  to 
provide  suitable  and  adequate  connections 
with  existing  improved  highways)  and  the 
necessary  land  easements  and  appurtenances 
thereto,  by  an  issue  or  issues  of  negotiable 
bonds  of  the  commission,  bearing  interest, 
payable  semiannually,  at  the  rate  of  not 
more  than  6  per  centum  per  annum,  the  prin¬ 
cipal  and  interest  of  which  bonds  shall  be 
payable  solely  from  the  funds  provided  in 
accordance  with  this  Act,  and  such  payments 
may  be  further  secured  by  mortgage  of  the 
bridge  or  bridges.  All  such  bonds  may  be 
registrable  as  to  principal  alone  or  both  prin¬ 
cipal  and  interest,  shall  be  payable  as  to  prin¬ 
cipal  within  not  to  exceed  twenty-live  years 
from  the  date  thereof,  shall  be  in  such  de¬ 
nominations,  shall  be  executed  in  such  man¬ 
ner,  and  shall  be  payable  in  such  medium  and 
at  such  place  or  places  as  the  commission 
may  determine,  and  the  face  amount  thereof 
shall  be  co  calculated  as  to  produce,  at  the 
price  of  their  sale,  the  cost  of  the  bridge  or 
bridges,  acquired  or  constructed,  and  ap¬ 
proaches  and  the  land  easements,  and  ap¬ 
purtenances  used  in  connection  therewith, 
when  added  to  any  other  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  commission  for  the  use  of  said 
purposes.  The  commission  may  reserve  the 
right  to  redeem  any  or  all  of  said  bonds  be¬ 
fore  maturity  in  such  manner  and  at  such 
price  or  prices  not  exceeding  105  and  accrued 
interest  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  commission 
prior  to  the  Issuance  of  the  bonds.  Subject 
to  the  provisions  of  any  prior  contracts  or 


September  22,  1965  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 


obligations  the  commission  may  disburse 
any  available  bridge  revenues  or  other  funds 
or  borrow  money  and  issue  its  negotiable  in¬ 
terest-bearing  notes  in  evidence  thereof  to 
defray  the  cost  of  designing,  engineering,  and 
planning  a  new  bridge  or  bridges  under  this 
Act  and  acquire  lands  for  the  location  and 
approaches  thereto,  provided  that  all  notes 
evidencing  the  funds  so  borrowed,  if  not 
previously  paid  from  such  bridge  revenues, 
shall  be  repaid  from  the  proceeds  of  the 
bonds  of  the  commission  when  issued  for 
account  of  such  new  bridge  or  bridges.  In 
the  event  the  commission  issues  notes  as 
hereinbefore  in  this  section  provided  and 
said  notes  have  not  been  otherwise  paid  and 
a  new  bridge  or  bridges  are  not  built,  said 
notes  shall  be  paid  from  revenues  derived 
from  the  operation  of  any  other  bridge  or 
bridges  owned  by  the  commission,  subject 
to  the  obligation  of  payment  of  all  outstand¬ 
ing  indebtedness  for  which  said  revenues 
have  been  therefore  pledged.  The  commis¬ 
sion  when  it  deems  it  advisable  may  issue 
refunding  bonds  to  refinance  any  outstand¬ 
ing  bonds,  and  to  pay  any  other  indebtedness 
of  the  commission,  at  maturity  or  before 
maturity  when  called  for  redemption,  and 
may  include,  as  a  part  of  an  issue  of  bonds 
to  provide  for  the  cost  of  a  bridge  to  be  con¬ 
structed  under  this  Act,  sufficient  additional 
bonds  bearing  interest  at  a  rate  or  rates 
not  exceeding  6  per  centum  per  annum  to 
refinance  any  outstanding  bonds  and  notes 
at  maturity  or  before  maturity  when  called 
for  redemption.  The  commission  may  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  any  bank  or  trust 
company  in  the  United  States  as  trustee 
having  the  power  to  make  such  agreement, 
setting  forth  the  duties  of  the  commission 
in  respect  to  the  acquisition,  construction, 
maintenance,  operation,  repair,  and  insur¬ 
ance  of  the  bridge  or  bridges,  the  conserva¬ 
tion  and  application  of  all  funds,  the  secu¬ 
rity  for  the  payment  of  the  bonds,  the  safe¬ 
guarding  of  money  on  hand  or  on  deposit, 
and  the  rights  and  remedies  of  said  trustee 
and  the  holders  of  the  bonds,  restricting  the 
individual  right  of  action  of  the  bondholders 
as  is  customary  in  trust  agreements  respect¬ 
ing  bonds  of  corporations.  Such  trust  agree¬ 
ment  may  contain  such  provisions  for  pro¬ 
tecting  and  enforcing  the  rights  and  rem¬ 
edies  of  the  trustee  and  the  bondholders  as 
may  be  reasonable  and  proper  and  not  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  law. 

“(b)  Such  bonds  may  be  sold  at  not  less 
than  par  after  public  advertisement  for  bids 
to  be  opened  publicly  at  the  time  and  place 
stated  in  such  advertisement  and  at  the 
price  bid  which  will  yield  the  greatest  return 
to  the  commission  for  the  bonds  to  be  sold. 
Such  advertisement  for  bids  shall  be  pub¬ 
lished  at  least  once  each  week  for  at  least 
two  consecutive  weeks  in  a  newspaper  or 
financial  journal  having  recognized  circula¬ 
tion  among  bidders  for  bonds  of  the  type  and 
character  offered.  The  price  to  be  paid  for 
the  bridge  or  bridges  acquired  hereunder 
shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  value  there¬ 
of  as  determined  by  the  commission  at  the 
time  of  acquisition.  The  cost  of  the  bridge  to 
be  constructed  as  provided  herein,  together 
with  the  approaches  and  approach  highways, 
shall  be  deemed  to  include  interest  during 
construction  of  the  bridge  and  for  twelve 
months  thereafter,  and  all  engineering,  legal, 
financing,  architectural,  traffic  surveying, 
condemnation,  and  other  expenses  incident 
to  the  bridge  and  the  acquisition  of  the  nec¬ 
essary  property,  including  the  cost  of  ac¬ 
quiring  existing  franchises  and  riparian 
rights  relating  to  the  bridge,  as  well  as  the 
cost  of  abandonment  or  dismantlement  of 
any  existing  bridge  to  be  replaced  thereby. 
If  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  shall  exceed  the 
cost  as  finally  determined,  the  excess  shall  be 
placed  in  the  fund  hereafter  provided  to  pay 
the  principal  and  interest  of  such  bonds. 
Prior  to  the  preparation  of  definitive  bonds 


the  commission  may,  under  like  restrictions, 
issue  temporary  bonds  or  may,  under  like 
restrictions,  issue  temporary  bonds  or  in¬ 
terim  certificates  without  coupons,  of  any 
denominations  .whatsoever,  exchangeable  for 
definitive  bonds  when  such  bonds  that  have 
b6en  executed  are  available  for  delivery.” 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  such 
Act  of  December  21,  1944,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “the  bonds  and  in¬ 
terest,”  and 'inserting  in  lieu  thereof:  “the 
bonds,  the  notes  issued  under  section  5  of 
this  Act,  and  the  interest,”. 

(d)  The  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal 
this  section  is  hereby  expressly  reserved. 

Sec.  314.  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  creating 
the  Muscatine  Bridge  Commission  and  au¬ 
thorizing  said  Commission  and  its  successors 
to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation  and 
to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge 
or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or 
near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  the 
town  of  Drury,  Illinois”,  approved  July  26, 
1956  (70  Stat.  669),  as  amended  by  the  Act 
of  April  27,  1962  (76  Stat.  59),  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  section  14  the 
following  new  section : 

“Sec.  15.  The  Commission  and  its  succes¬ 
sors  and  assigns  are  authorized  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  and  ap¬ 
proaches  thereto  across  the  Mississippi  River 
at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and 
the  town  of  Drury,  Illinois,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act;  except  that  the  au¬ 
thority  granted  by  this  section  shall  cease 
and  be  null  and  void  unless  the  actual  con¬ 
struction  of  such  bridge  is  commenced  with¬ 
in  three  years  and  completed  within  five  years 
from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

Sec.  315.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
transmit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  not  later  than  June  30,  1968,  a  sug¬ 
gested  draft  of  legislation  revising  and  codi¬ 
fying  the  general  and  permanent  laws  relat¬ 
ing  to  civil  works  projects  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  navigation,  beach  erosion  con¬ 
trol,  flood  control,  and  related  water  re¬ 
sources  development.  The  Secretary  shall 
also  submit  a  report  explaining  the  proposed 
legislation,  and  making  specific  reference  to 
each  change  in  or  omission  of  any  provision 
of  existing  law. 

Sec.  316.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  make 
a  study  of  the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of, 
the  Federal  Government  reimbursing  States, 
political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  other  pub¬ 
lic  entities,  for  expenditures  incurred  by  them 
in  connection  with  authorized  projects  for 
improvement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  hur¬ 
ricane  protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and 
other  water  resources  development  purposes, 
to  the  extent  that  such  expenditures  are  in¬ 
curred  after  the  initiation  of  the  survey 
studies  which  form  the  basis  for  such  au¬ 
thorized  projects.  The  Secretary  shall  report 
to  Congress,  not  later  than  January  31,  1967, 
the  results  of  such  study  together  with  his 
recommendations  in  connection  therewith. 

Sec.  317.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965”. 

Mr.  CRAMER  (interrupting  reading  of 
title) .  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  title  III  be  considered  as 
read-  and  open  for  amendment  at  any 
point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Florida? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  have  the  attention  of  the 
minority,  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer].  I  have  two  survey  reso¬ 
lutions  which  were  inadvertently  left  out 
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of  the  bill  and  I  would  like  to  have  them 
read  and  considered  en  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object,  the  gentleman  has  cleared  these 
two  amendments  with  this  side.  No.  1; 
and,  second,  the  gentleman  has  stated 
his  reason  for  offering  them  at  this  time 
is  because  they  were  inadvertently  omit¬ 
ted  when  survey  resolutions  were  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  committee  and  for  that 
reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  my 
reservation. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  on  what  page  does 
title  3  start? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Page  78  and  goes 
to  the  end  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  page  61  is  now  not  in  order 
through  unanimous  consent;  is  that 
right? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  is 
correct. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  BLATNIK 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Beatnik:  Page 

90,  after  line  6,  insert  the  following:  “Pop- 
ponesset  Bay,  Massachusetts.” 

Page  91,  after  line  22,  insert  the  following: 
“Marquette  County,  Michigan.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  CLEVELAND 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Cleveland: 
Page  90,  strike  out  line  10  and  all  that  follows 
down  through  and  including  line  3  on  page 

91. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  my  amendment  is  to  strike 
out  on  page  90  of  the  printed  bill  a  sec¬ 
tion  that  sets  up  a  study  for  de-icing  the 
Great  Lakes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  study  costs  but  a 
mere  $75,000,  and  I  feel  a  little  bit  hesi¬ 
tant  to  stand  before  you  and  plead  econ¬ 
omy,  but  only  to  save  $75,000. 

Let  me  tell  you  something  about  this 
amendment  of  mine,  and  this  particular 
project  of  somebody’s. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  he  does  not  have  to  apologize 
as  far  as  this  gentleman  is  concerned  for 
standing  in  the  well  and  offering  this 
proposal  for  the  simple  reason  we  had  it 
up  in  the  rivers  and  harbors  omnibus  bill 
3  years  ago,  and  in  a  separate  bill.  It 
was  never  acted  on.  The  project  is  so 
asinine  in  itself  that  a  study  is  not  justi¬ 
fied  even  if  it  cost  only  $5,000.  It  makes 
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this  House  ridiculous  to  consider  such  a 
project. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  The  gentleman  is 
correct.  Two  years  ago  this  study  passed 
the  Senate  and  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  but  it  never  got  any  further. 
Two  years  ago  they  thought  they  could 
make  this  study  for  $50,000.  Now  they 
have  come  back  with  it,  and  it  has  gone 
to  $75,000.  Perhaps  I  should  not  try  to 
kill  it,  because  if  it  comes  back  2  years 
from  now  it  may  be  up  to  $100,000.  There 
was  little  or  no  evidence  in  favor  of  it. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concurs  with 
me.  There  is  no  evidence  that  there  was 
any  practical  way  of  de-icing  the  Great 
Lakes.  Here  you  are  taking  $75,000  of 
the  taxpayers’  money  to  study  nothing. 
They  have  what  they  call  a  system  of 
bubbling  by  putting  bubbles  into  water 
and  they  can  keep  small  areas  of  water 
free  of  ice,  areas  around  a  dredge,  for 
instance,  but  can  anybody  in  their  right 
mind  conceive  of  a  situation  where  we 
are  going  to  have  the  Great  Lakes  turned 
into  one  gigantic  bubble  bath? 

This  just  makes  no  sense  at  all. 

Mr.  RONCAUO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  RONCALIO.  I  can  conceive  what 
the  gentleman  speaks  of,  not  as  a  foolish 
gesture,  but  as  a  reality.  I  can  envision 
water  being  kept  in  an  uniced  state. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yielded  for  a 
question.  The  gentleman  should  get  his 
own  time. 

Mr.  RONCALIO.  The  gentleman 
asked  a  question,  and  I  answered  it. 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  no  further. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  gentleman  asked 
me  a  moment  ago  on  what  page  this 
occurred.  It  is  page  214,  and  if  the 
gentleman  would  like  to  have  this  section 
I  will  give  it  to  him. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Would  the  gentleman 
agree  to  put  his  amendment  on  ice  for 
the  time  being? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  think  that  is 
where  my  amendment  will  go,  but  I  want 
to  be  sure  that  the  Record  shows  a  de¬ 
scription  of  the  project  and  how  at  least 
I  feel  about  it.  It  appears  on  page  236 
of  the  majority  report,  but  it  is  not  de¬ 
scribed,  it  is  not  even  referred  to.  You 
have  to  read  the  bill  find  it.  On  page 
215  of  the  printed  record,  part  1,  and 
I  inserted  in  that  part  of  the  record  of 
our  hearings  the  minority  views  in  which 
I  expressed  my  views  2  years  ago.  Other 
than  that  the  hearings  have  been  quiet 
on  this  subject.  I  also  inserted  my  views 
on  this  matter  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  August  31, 1965 — page  21594 — 
it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  them  again 
in  detail  here.  As  I  say,  this  is  a  small 
matter,  but  I  hope  that  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  will  agree  to  this 
amendment. 

I  urge  the  House  to  adopt  my  amend¬ 
ment. 


Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
only  statement  which  had  any  semblance 
of  reality,  logic  or  commonsense  that 
the  gentleman  made  was  the  fact  that 
$75,000  in  a  $2  billion  public  works  au¬ 
thorization  is  not  very  much  money. 
From  then  on  he  had  just  sheer  fantasy. 

In  this  bill  we  have  over  $5  million  for 
an  authorization  for  weed  control.  Here 
is  the  largest  body  of  fresh  water  on  this 
planet  through  which  runs  the  longest 
inland  waterway  on  this  planet.  We 
ask  for  an  amount  of  money,  $75,000, 
merely  to  review  scientific  information, 
processes  and  procedures  that  already 
exist  and  to  select  which  one  of  them 
shows  some  promise  of  protecting  ports 
from  ice,  which  may  extend  the  naviga¬ 
tion  season  for  whatever  amount  of  time 
it  may  be  extendable.  We  already  have 
this  enormous  investment  on  the  part 
of  the  Government  in  the  channels  and 
harbors.  The  States  and  municipalities 
have  investment  in  terminal  and  harbor 
facilities  and  private  industry  has  their 
investment  in  boats  and  shipping  equip¬ 
ment  and  loading  and  unloading  facili¬ 
ties  and  so  forth  and  so  on.  A  lake  can 
be  95  percent  open  but  if  ice  jams  the 
Sault  Saint  Marie  Locks  or  if  it  jams  up 
the  Welland  Canal,  then  all  intercon¬ 
tinental  transoceanic  traffic  is  stopped. 

So  I  will  read  very  quickly  here  the 
problem  of  icing  conditions  in  the  Great 
Lakes  and  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  have 
remained  in  the  status  quo  for  so  long 
and  only  limited  information  of  a  sci¬ 
entific  nature  is  available  on  specific  ice 
formation  and  deicing  problems.  Ex¬ 
tending  the  navigation  season  can  best 
be  accomplished  by  concentrating  these 
investigations  under  proper  conditions 
in  order  to  improve  the  accuracy  of  the 
forecast  as  well  as  evaluate  ice  control 
methods  which  can  be  used  to  aid  in  the 
opening  of  navigation. 

This  approach  offers  the  best  chance 
of  success  and  can  provide  major  eco¬ 
nomic  benefits.  Any  means  of  improv¬ 
ing  the  accuracy  of  the  forecast  for  the 
opening  of  navigation  on  various  routes 
can  save  U.S.  shippers  significant  sums 
of  money  which  are  now  lost  because 
fully  crewed  ships  have  to  wait  out  the 
actual  opening  and  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  recognizes  the  feasibility  of  the 
study,  the  objectives  of  which  are  to  in¬ 
vestigate  the  practicability  and  means 
and  economic  justification  for  extending 
the  shipping  season. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  defeat  of  the 
amendment  and  the  retention  of  this 
most  modest  amount  of  money  for  this 
purpose. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  in¬ 
quire  about  a  project  in  this  bill  in  the 
State  of  Iowa  which  is  to  be  found,  I 
think,  on  page  61  of  the  bill.  I  wonder  if 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gross! 
can  tell  us  something  about  that.  I  would 
like  to  vote  intelligently  on  this  bill.  I 
know  he  normally  opposes  all  of  these 
so-called  pork-barrel  projects  and  I  won¬ 
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der  if  the  gentleman  can  conscientiously 
vote  for  this  bill  with  this  project  in  it? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  do  not  know  whether 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  can  enlighten 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Do  not  say  that  it  is  not 
easy  because  that  is  not  like  the  gentle¬ 
man.  But  go  ahead. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  not  say  it  is  easy 
to  enlighten  the  gentleman  from  Ohio. 
What  does  the  gentleman  want  to  know? 

Mr.  HAYS.  Well  there  is  $14  million 
here  and  the  gentleman  is  a  great  watch¬ 
dog  of  the  Treasury,  and  I  just  wonder 
if  the  taxpayers  can  afford  to  spend  $14 
million  out  there  which  I  understand  $3 
million  of  which  is  for  urban  renewal 
which  the  gentleman  has  not  been  known 
to  favor  heretofore. 

I  hope  I  have  not  rendered  the  gentle¬ 
man  speechless. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  from 
Ohio  is  not  now  expressing  concern  about 
$14  million,  is  he — with  his  record  of 
spending  in  the  Congress? 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  am  a  big  spender,  but 
then  you  know  I  want  to  be  consistent.  I 
suppose  I  ought  to  be  for  this  but  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  is  always  against 
spending,  especially  for  urban  renewal, 
and  I  just  wonder  if  it  makes  any  dif¬ 
ference  if  the  urban  renewal  is  in  Ohio  or 
in  Iowa — or  in  my  district  or  in  his  dis¬ 
trict? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  was  not  aware  that 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa  was  against 
all  spending.  There  is  in  the  bill  a  proj¬ 
ect  for  a  district  adjoining  the  Third 
District  of  Iowa  and  which  is  a  part  of 
the  $14  million.  The  gentleman  might 
have  brought  the  Democrat  Member 
from  Iowa  into  this  discussion,  and  asked 
him  to  help  to  justify  the  project. 

Mr.  HAYS.  I  never  thought  the  day 
would  come  when  a  question  about 
money  would  render  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  speechless  or  near  speech¬ 
less.  Speak  up  if  you  can,  my  time  is 
running  out. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  perfectly  able  to 
talk.  The  gentleman  from  Ohio  could 
make  quite  a  downpayment  on  the  $14 
million  if  he  would  forgo  a  few  of  the 
junkets  around  the  world  that  he  takes. 

Mr.  HAYS.  Though  I  told  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  the  story  once  before, 
since  there  are  many  new  Members  here, 
I  shall  tell  the  story  again. 

There  were  two  Quakers  who  many 
years  ago  lived  in  the  little  town  I  came 
from.  One  of  them  liked  to  travel;  the 
other  did  not. 

One  time  the  one  friend  who  liked  to 
travel  came  back  from  an  around-the- 
world  trip,  and  his  fellow  churchman 
met  him  in  the  town  square  and  said, 
“Friend  John,  does  not  thee  know  that 
a  rolling  stone  gathers  no  moss?” 

The  other  replied,  “Thee  may  be  right, 
friend  Asa;  but  it  gets  a  lot  of  polish.” 

As  chairman  of  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Subcommittee  on  State  Department  per¬ 
sonnel  and  foreign  operations  I  need  all 
the  knowledge  I  can  get.  I  recommend 
some  foreign  travel  for  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa.  It  not  only  gives  polish;  it 
helps  cure  parochialism. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cleveland!. 
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The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

I  am  concerned  with  a  project  that  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  83  of  the  bill,  the  so-called 
Burns  Waterway  harbor  project. 

I  am  concerned  that  this  project 
should  not  represent  the  latest  triumph 
of  the  bulldozer  in  eliminating  a  great 
naturally  beautiful  area  of  our  country. 
I  am  concerned  that  approval  of  this 
project  should  not  mean  the  death  of 
the  proposal  to  make  the  sand  dunes  of 
Indiana  a  beautiful  national  park? 

The  Bums  Harbor  development  has 
been  the  center  of  a  controversy  for 
years  between  those  who  favor  conserva¬ 
tion  and  those  who  want  industrial  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  area.  Those  of  us  who 
favor  conservation  do  not  oppose  indus¬ 
trial  development;  in  fact,  we  are  not 
opposed  to  the  project  as  such.  But  what 
we  are  fearful  of  is  that  approval  of  this 
project  may  result  in  killing  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  dunes  as  a  national  park. 

This  was  certainly  not  the  intent  of 
the  compromise  that  resulted  from  a 
White  House  study  of  the  area  in  1963. 
President  Kennedy  personaly  took  an  in¬ 
terest  in  the  area  and  instructed  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  to  look  into  the  pos¬ 
sibilities  for  both  the  industrial  and  rec¬ 
reational  developments.  The  resulting 
compromise  was  confirmed  in  a  letter 
dated  2  years  ago  this  week,  September 
24,  1963,  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budg¬ 
et  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  The 
letter  stated: 

It  Is  the  President’s  wish  to  see  a  deep- 
draft  harbor  for  Indiana  made  a  reality, 
while  at  the  same  time  preserving  as  much 
as  possible  of  the  priceless  heritage  of  the 
Indiana  Dunes  for  future  generations. 

*The  key  words  are  “at  the  same  time.” 
This  position  has  been  affirmed  and 
amplified  on  numerous  occasions.  Mr. 
Philip  S.  Hughes,  Assistant  Director  for 
Legislative  Reference  for  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  wrote  in  a  letter  to  Senator 
Henry  Jackson,  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs,  on  February  8  of  this  year; 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  regards  both 
the  Burns  Harbor  and  the  Indiana  Dunes 
National  Lakeshore  proposals  as  integral  ele¬ 
ments  for  a  balanced  development  of  the 
area. 

On  the  same  day,  President  Johnson 
stated  his  firm  support  for  the  national 
lakeshore  in  his  message  on  natural 
beauty. 

Up  to  the  present  time  both  proposals 
have  gone  forward  concurrently.  In 
fact,  the  bill  that  was  passed  by  the 
Senate  provided  that  no  funds  should 
be  expended  for  the  development  of  this 
harbor  unless  there  should  have  been 
established  a  national  park  for  the  sand 
dunes  of  Indiana. 

Now,  apparently  that  is  no  longer  the 
case. 

Some  say  it  may  come  with  ill  grace 
for  a  Member  of  Congress  from  the  State 
of  Illinois  to  take  the  floor  to  comment 
upon  an  area  in  Indiana.  But,  Mr. 
Chairman,  many  of  my  people  in  the  city 
of  Chicago  use  the  Indiana  sand  dunes. 
It  is  one  of  the  great  remaining  natural 
facilities  in  the  entire  country.  The 
people  of  the  entire  Midwest  are  aware 


of  this.  They  relish  its  beauty.  It  is 
a  unique  place  and  should  be  given 
appropriate  recognition  to  preserve  its 
beauties.  It  ranks  in  principle  with 
Yellowstone,  Glacier,  and  other  national 
parks  as  natural  retreats  or  sanctuaries, 
serving  as  centers  of  attraction  for 
the  people  not  only  of  Indiana  but  of 
the  entire  country.  The  sand  dunes  of 
Indiana  deserve  such  recognition  so  that 
they  belong  to  all  the  people  of  our 
country. 

The  lakeshore  proposal  accomplishes 
that  which  is  truly  a  rarity  in  the  United 
States  today.  It  puts  a  park  where 
people  are.  There  are  today  nearly  10 
million  people  residing  within  100  miles 
of  the  proposed  11, 292-acre  park.  This 
is  a  park  that  would  have  that  incom¬ 
parable  advantage  of  accessibility.  The 
people  of  Chicago  are  included  in  that 
100-mile  radius.  In  Chicago  we  are  very 
mindful  of  the  beauty  of  the  Indiana 
dunes  and  we  are  concerned  for  their 
preservation.  As  Carl  Sandburg  has 
written: 

The  Dunes  are  to  the  Midwest  what  the 
Grand  Canyon  is  to  Arizona  and  Yosemite 
is  to  California.  They  constitute  a  signa¬ 
ture  of  time  and  eternity;  once  lost  the  loss 
would  be  irrevocable. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs  concluded: 

Nowhere  on  the  Great  Lakes  are  water, 
waterfront,  and  hinterland  more  favorably 
combined  for  recreational  use  of  millions. 

Mr.  ROUSH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YATES.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  ROUSH.  First,  let  me  say  that 
the  gentleman’s  concern  for  the  Indiana 
Dunes  Park  could  be  no  less  than  my 
own,  but  I  am  equally  concerned  that 
Indiana  have  its  port.  The  language 
which  Members  will  find  in  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  is  language  which  I  have  includ¬ 
ed  in  HR.  50  a  bill  which  I  introduced 
to  provide  for  the  port. 

Also  pending  before  the  House  is  a 
bill  which  I  introduced  on  the  same  day, 
H.R.  51,  to  provide  for  a  National  Dunes 
Lakeshore  in  Indiana  on  Lake  Michigan. 

As  the  gentleman  knows,  therf  has 
been  an  agreement  between  the  propo¬ 
nents  of  the  park  and  the  proponents  of 
the  port  which  is  in  general,  accepted  by 
both  sides. 

I  am  happy  to  inform  the  gentleman 
that  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs  only  yesterday  announced 
that  hearings  will  be  held  on  the  pro¬ 
posal  for  the  Indiana  Dunes  Park. 
These  hearings  will  be  held  October  2 
and  3.  They  will  be  held  in  Indiana. 
They  will  be  followed  by  further  hear¬ 
ings  in  Washington,  D.C.,  early  next 
year. 

I  certainly  urge  the  gentleman  to  con¬ 
tinue  his  support  of  this  very  worth¬ 
while  project,  and  I  hope  he  shares  my 
concern  that  both  the  port  and  the  park 
may  go  forward  at  the  same  time  and 
that  we  may  be  able  to  say  there  will  be 
a  total  development  of  the  northern  area 
of  Indiana  involved. 

Mr.  YATES.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  comments.  I  am  pleased  to  know 


that  he,  too,  supports  the  development 
of  the  dunes  and  to  learn  of  his  efforts 
to  develop  the  dunes  as  a  national  park. 
I  take  it  from  what  the  gentleman  said 
that  if  he  will  do  his  best  to  expedite 
passage  of  his  bill  making  the  dunes  a 
national  park.  The  gentleman  from  In¬ 
diana  favors  concurrent  development  of 
both  projects.  I  agree  with  that. 

I  also  favor  concurrent  development. 
That  is  why  I  am  concerned  that  the  de¬ 
velopment  authorized  in  this  bill  of  the 
Burns  Harbor  project  shall  not  impede 
or  prevent  the  development  of  the  dunes 
as  a  national  park.  I  am  pleased,  too, 
with  assurances  given  me  by  members 
of  the  committee  that  they  favor  estab¬ 
lishing  the  dunes  as  a  national  park  and 
that  this  project  will  not  interfere  with 
the  park. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

(By  unanimous  consent,  Mr.  Yates 
was  allowed  to  proceed  for  1  additional 
minute.) 

Mr.  YATES.  I  had  hoped  that  the 
gentleman  would  say  that  which  he  did. 
I  am  grateful  to  have  the  assurance  of 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
that  hearings  will  proceed  expeditiously 
on  the  establishment  of  the  National 
Park  for  the  Sand  Dunes  of  Indiana. 

I  thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  YATES  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 

remarks.) 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  legislation  and 
I  desire  to  commend  the  great  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  for  the  fine  work 
which  has  been  done  in  bringing  this 
bill  to  the  House. 

(Mr.  YOUNG  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 

remarks.) 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  the  requisite  number  of  words. 

I  am  reluctant  to  take  more  time,  but 
since  there  will  be  no  further  amend¬ 
ments  and  probably  no  other  discussion, 
I  believe  it  fitting  and  proper,  as  well  as 
justifiable,  to  say  a  word  or  two  in  behalf 
of  our  colleague,  our  respected  and  be¬ 
loved  friend.  Congressman  Robert  E. 
Jones,  of  Alabama,  for  the  tremendous 
amount  of  work  he  has  put  in  on  this 
bill. 

Certainly  the  major  share  dollarwise, 
if  that  can  be  considered  a  measure — for 
what  it  is  worth — has  come  under  his 
jurisdiction.  Two-thirds  or  three- 
fourths  of  this  omnibus  bill  comes  under 
the  flood  control  subcommittee,  of  which 
he  is  chairman,  the  chairmanship  of 
which  he  assumed  for  the  first  time  in 
this  session  of  the  Congress. 

Far  above  that,  and  far  more  im¬ 
portant,  is  his  dedication  to  the  basic 
principles  of  conservation  and  the  utili¬ 
zation  and  preservation  of  our  resources 
wherever  they  may  be  in  this  great 
country. 

Equally  important  is  his  personal  in¬ 
terest  in  every  municipality,  every  ham¬ 
let  and  city  and  rural  area  represented 
by  any  Member  of  the  House.  He  devotes 
his  time  to  the  problems  of  each,  know¬ 
ing  that  the  particular  area  involved  for 
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that  Congressman  is  the  most  important 
problem. 

I  wish  to  pay  this  tribute  to  him.  I 
know  I  speak  for  a  host  of  Members  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  in  paying  respects 
for  a  job  done  far  beyond  the  call  of  duty 
in  this  body. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  now  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chaimian  of  the  full  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  yester¬ 
day  in  my  opening  remarks  I  compli¬ 
mented  the  two  gentlemen  who  put  this 
rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control 
bill  together  [Mr.  Blatnik  and  Mr. 
Jones  of  Alabama!. 

I  might  say  I  do  not  know  of  any  two 
men  who  worked  harder  to  bring  a  bill 
before  the  House  to  extend  the  economy 
of  this  country  than  these  two  gentle¬ 
men.  The  greatest  part  of  this  bill  is 
for  the  protection  of  lives  and  property. 
Certainly  the  history  of  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  and  flood  control  projects  that  have 
been  built  has  proven  that  they  have 
saved  not  only  billions  of  dollars  but 
many,  many  lives. 

This  bill  that  is  before  the  House  to¬ 
day  is  one  of  the  best  bills  that  has  ever 
come  before  this  House  from  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works.  It  is  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  do  the  job  necessary  not  only  for 
the  present  but  for  many  years  to  come. 

I  would  like  to  pay  tribute,  also,  to  the 
other  members  of  the  subcommittee  and 
the  full  committee  who  worked  so  hard 
and  so  dilligently  and  put  in  so  many 
hours  not  only  during  the  day  but  far 
into  the  night  in  order  to  bring  out  this 
legislation.  I  would  like  to  say  to  this 
House  that  this  is  an  example  of  a  great 
team  working  under  the  leadership  of 
great  subcommittee  chairmen. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  requisite  number  of 
words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  join  in  the 
remarks  made  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  relating  to  our  committee 
working  its  will  and  doing  its  best. 

I  might  add  an  addendum — when  given 
the  opportunity  to  do  so.  In  past  years 
we  have  had  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
and  flood  control  bills  where  Democrats 
and  Republicans,  those  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle,  stood  shoulder  to  shoulder  as 
far  as  leadership  is  concerned  in  trying 
to  keep  out  of  the  bill  projects  that  were 
admittedly  bad,  largely  involving  public 
versus  private  power  and  which  should 
not  be  approved.  Some  of  the  most  heat¬ 
ed  debate  and  divisions  in  this  House 
have  been  on  that  one  issue.  I  hope  a 
similar  decision  will  be  made  here.  I 
understand  a  demand  for  a  separate  vote 
will  be  made  on  the  Clark  amendment. 
I  hope  this  House  will  sustain  the  Clark 
amendment,  which  does  what  should  be 
done  on  the  Passamaquoddy-St.  John 
project  today  to  make  a  study  and  bring 
a  report  back  to  Congress  next  year.  I 
say  that  because  this  project  has  been  at 
no  time  studied  separately.  This  is  the 
proper  procedure  that  should  be  followed 
in  this  case  and  which  our  committee 
and  this  House  has  constantly  sustained. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one  other  ob¬ 
servation.  I  say  this  in  all  sincerity.  I 
think  it  is  most  unfortunate  that  our 
committee  was  not  given  an  equal  op¬ 


portunity  to  make  its  own  decision  and 
come  up  with  a  consensus  on  highway 
beautification.  It  was  possible  to  do  so 
and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  groundwork 
for  it  was  laid  two  weekends  ago  when  a 
concensus  committee  print  was  before 
the  committee  and  so  that  we  could  come 
up  with  a  consensus  bill  that  would  do 
the  job  relating  to  highway  beautifica¬ 
tion  but  without  the  result  of  putting 
small  business  people  who  necessarily 
serve  the  highway  traveling  public  and 
whose  businesses  are  not  located  on  the 
highways  out  of  business. 

I  am  talking  about  the  little  hotel  and 
restaurant  operators  and  the  operators 
of  recreational  centers  available  to  the 
traveling  public  in  America.  We  need 
a  bill  to  do  the  job  but  that  would  not 
put  them  out  of  business,  which  this 
proposal  would  do  which  was  demanded 
by  the  White  House  and  in  effect  report¬ 
ed  by  our  committee.  This  proposal 
would  have  the  effect  of  getting  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  into  zoning  questions 
which  are  presently  within  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  local  areas  and  cities.  For  the 
first  time  a  demand  was  made  by  the 
White  Housq  on  Wednesday  of  last  week 
which  was  a  demand  for  a  proposal  giv¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  power  to  set  stand¬ 
ards  in  areas  zoned  industrial  and  com¬ 
mercial  which  was  not  even  included 
by  the  administration  in  its  initial  bill, 
and  it  was  not  proposed  prior  to  that 
and  thus  subject  to  our  hearings  or  sub¬ 
ject  to  discussion  in  our  hearings.  I  say 
to  you  all  of  us  want  to  beautify  high¬ 
ways  but  not  at  the  expense  of  unduly 
putting  people  out  of  business  and  mak¬ 
ing  depressed  business  in  our  country 
that  are  operated  by  people  who  are  legit¬ 
imately  trying  to  serve  the  traveling 
public.  We  also  do  not  want  the  travel¬ 
ing  public  denied  the  necessary  informa¬ 
tion,  services,  and  facilities  for  their 
food,  shelter,  repairs,  and  gasoline  for 
automobiles,  and  information  as  to  the 
whereabouts  of  recreational  facilities 
which  will  be  denied  to  them,  in  my 
opinion,  under  the  bill  as  drafted. 

I  sincerely  hope  when  that  bill  gets  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  we  will  be  able 
to  get  proper  and  unhampered  consid¬ 
eration  of  it. 

I  am  sorry  that  similar  action  was  not 
possible  in  the  Public  Works  Committee 
on  the  beautification  bill  as  on  this  om¬ 
nibus  public  works  bill. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mi’.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  requisite 
number  of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  in  the 
morning  paper  in  Washington  a  grave 
injustice  was  done  to  one  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  from  the  State  of  Texas  and  a 
grave  injustice  was  done  to  me  in  quoting 
me  as  having  made  a  personal  reference 
to  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  one  which 
I  did  not  make.  I  made  no  remarks  that 
were  anywhere  close  to  that  to  which 
reference  was  made.  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  was  present  at  all 
times  on  the  floor.  I  am  sure  he  is  per¬ 
sonally  aware  that  I  did  not  and  would 
not  make  any  comment  of  that  kind. 

I  may  thoroughly  disagree  with  the 
gentleman  with  respect  to  a  particular 
project  in  which  he  is  very  much  inter¬ 
ested,  but  I  hope  the  day  never  comes 
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when  I  shall  have  to  resort  to  tactics  of 
that  kind  in  debate  in  this  House  of 
Representatives.  . 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  I  am  happy 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
should  like  to  express  my  very  sincere  and 
earnest  gratitude  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  for  the  com¬ 
ment  he  has  just  made  and  assure  him 
that  at  no  time  did  I  believe  that  he  had 
said  that  which  was  recorded  in  the 
paper  this  morning.  I  assumed  that  it 
was  an  error.  And  even  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  had  said  such  a;  thing,  he  would 
still  be  my  friend. 

In  any  event,  I  did  not  believe  that 
he  had  said  it  and  I  am  very  grateful 
to  him  for  the  opportunity  which  he  has 
graciously  afforded  me  to  make  this 
statement. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  not  only  did  I  make  no  such 
comment  publicly  on  this  floor,  or  in  any 
other  place,  but  made  no  such  comment 
privately  at  any  time,  or  in  any  place. 

Mr.  DANIELS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  S.  2300,  a  bill  that  has 
much  significance  in  the  14th  District  of 
New  Jersey  which  I  have  the  honor  to 
represent  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

Much  has  been  said  on  the  floor  today 
about  “megalopolis”  the  name  which  we 
have  coined  for  that  great  city  which 
shall  soon  reach  from  Norfolk,  Va.,  to 
Portland,  Maine. 

We  have  a  great  interest  in  megalopolis 
in  northern  New  Jersey  because  we  stand 
at  the  midpoint  of  this  gigantic  urban 
metropolis. 

It  is  superfluous,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  me 
to  dwell  upon  our  recent  water  short¬ 
age  which  has  posed  a  tremendous 
threat  to  our  economic  and  physical  well¬ 
being  in  the  Northeastern  United  States. 

Title  I  of  this  bill  will  set  up  a  plan 
for  a  system  of  reservoirs  to  serve  the 
Northeastern  United  States. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  need  for  this 
comprehensive  planning  has  been  so  well 
dramatized  that  I  shall  not  waste  the 
time  of  this  House  in  explaining  the 
need  for  a  more  adequate  water  supply  in 
the  Northeast.  Every  Member,  whether 
he  is  from  New  Jersey  or  New  York  or 
California  or  Oregon,  knows  only  too 
well  the  threat  that  another  year  of 
drought  will  pose  to  the  northeastern 
part  of  the  United  States.  If  for  no 
other  reason  than  this,  I  would  support 
this  worthy  bill. 

I  have  said  many  times  on  the  floor 
of  the  House  that  we  are  one  nation. 
Economic  sickness  in  one  part  of  the 
United  States  means  economic  sickness 
in  all  parts  of  the  Nation.  It  is  for  this 
reason  that  I  supported  the  Appalachia 
program.  I  know  in  my  heart  that  what 
is  good  for  Kentucky  and  Tennessee  is 
inevitably  good  for  Hudson  County, 
N.J.  If  the  New  York -New  Jersey  area 
is  to  suffer  because  of  a  water  shortage, 
all  parts  of  America  in  turn  will  feel  the 
effects  of  our  decline. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  reason,  I  urge 
all  Members  to  support  this  much  needed 
legislation. 

Mr.  BURKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  while 
approving  the  omnibus  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  and  flood  control  bill  as  a  whole,  I 
particularly  approve  that  portion  of  the 
bill  as  contained  on  pages  215-217  of  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works, 
dealing  with  the  Weymouth-Fore  and 
Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor,  Mass. 
Since  the  conclusion  of  World  War  II 
tankers  and  bulk  cargo  carriers  have 
been  built  much  bigger,  and  these  larger 
ships  require  deeper  draft  and  old  chan¬ 
nel  depths  that  at  one  time  could  ac¬ 
commodate  all  types  of  ships  can  no 
longer  accommodate  the  new  type  vessels. 
Passage  of  this  legislation  will  vitally 
affect  the  city  of  Quincy  and  the  town  of 
Weymouth  in  my  11th  Congressional 
District  of  Massachusetts.  The  Town 
River  is  a  tributary  waterway  of  the  port 
of  Boston  and  lies  entirely  within  the 
limits  of  the  city  of  Quincy.  The  Town 
River  is  a  tidal  river,  approximately  2 
miles  in  length  and  empties  into  the 
Weymouth  Fore  River  at  Quincy  Point. 
This  river  is  chiefly  used  for  transporta¬ 
tion  of  petroleum  products  and  the  an¬ 
nual  tonnage  traffic  increases  each  year. 
The  Quincy  Oil  Co.  is  located  about  iy5 
miles  from  the  mouth  of  the  river  and 
has  a  30  million  gallon  oil  terminal,  re¬ 
ceiving  over  50  tankers  a  year. 

Present  depths  of  the  Town  River  will 
not  accommodate  the  large  tankers  now 
in  use  and  necessitates  the  use  of  barges 
to  transport  the  fuel  to  the  terminal 
from  the  tankers.  Increasing  the  depth 
to  35  feet  and  widening  the  river  will 
provide  adequate  channel  depths  and 
widths  for  larger  ships  to  carry  the  pros¬ 
pective  commerce  on  the  waterway  as 
well  as  the  existing  commerce. 

Other  oil  companies  as  well  as  ship 
repair  yards  and  the  Quincy  Electric  Co. 
are  located  on  the  waterway  in  question. 
The  latter  will  require  the  use  of  deep- 
draft  traffic  for  receipt  of  fuel  in  line 
with  construction  of  a  new  generating 
plant. 

The  Weymouth-Fore  River  is  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  General  Dynamics /Electric 
Boat  Division  Quincy  yard  which  is  one 
of  the  largest  and  most  complete  ship¬ 
building  plants  on  the  Atlantic  coast. 
It  is  equipped  with  12  launching  ways 
and  3  mooring  basins. 

Also  on  this  river  is  the  Boston  Edison 
Co.’s  Edgar  Station  and  the  Cities  Serv¬ 
ice  Oil  Co. 

The  project  has  an  estimated  Federal 
cost  of  $12.5  million  and  local  participa¬ 
tion  of  $1.5  million.  The  benefit  from 
the  completion  of  this  project  will  be 
felt  by  these  concerns  and  assist  in  the 
population,  industrial,  and  commercial 
growth  of  the  complete  south  shore  area 
of  which  Quincy  and  Weymouth  play  a 
leading  role. 

Mr.  ASHBROOK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  supporting  this  bill.  I.  have  always 
given  my  support  to  public  works  proj¬ 
ects  which  protect  and  improve  the  vital 
natural  resources  of  this  country.  While 
it  may  be  argued  that  some  of  these 
measures  are  extravagant  and  not 
needed,  on  the  whole  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  these  projects  have  been 


carefully  studied  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  have  received  their 
stamp  of  approval  as  worthwhile  projects 
for  the  expenditure  of  taxpayers’  money. 
I  concur  in  this  conclusion.  During  de¬ 
bate  on  the  bill,  I  supported  amendments 
which  would  delete  or  cut  those  projects 
which  were  wasteful  or  questionable. 

The  people  of  my  District  are  hopeful 
that  two  of  our  vital  projects  will  get 
the  go-ahead  in  next  year’s  public  works 
authorization  and  appropriation  bills. 
The  Kokosing  project  has  already  been 
authorized  and  funds  have  been  ad¬ 
vanced  for  initial  work.  We  need  to  al¬ 
locate  the  necessary  funds  for  this  vital 
project  so  the  people  of  Knox  County 
and  Mount  Vernon,  Ohio,  will  be  afforded 
the  flood  control  protection  they  so  badly 
need. 

In  Licking  County,  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  currently  has  a  project  which  is 
still  under  study.  They  are  nearing 
completion  and  we  certaintly  hope  that 
it  will  be  authorized  as  soon  as  possible  so 
this  work  can  proceed.  This,  too,  is  a 
flood  control  project  and  vital  to  the 
growth  of  Newark  and  Licking  County. 
No  work  of  my  office  has  been  more  in¬ 
tensive  or  more  rewarding  than  my  ef¬ 
forts  on  these  two  projects. 

Both  of  these  areas  have  been  hit 
by  disastrous  floods  which  caused  many 
millions  of  dollars  worth  of  damage.  In 
consulting  with  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  have  found  widespread  support 
for  the  Licking  project  when  it  clears  the 
survey  stage.  Inasmuch  as  the  Licking 
project  has  not  proceeded  beyond  the 
survey  stage,  nothing  can  be  done  here 
today.  My  constituents  are  patient  peo¬ 
ple  and  yet  they  all  feel  as  I  do  that  the 
time  for  action  is  now.  I  hope  that  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  will  give  us  the  final 
OK  on  the  Licking  project  and  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  will  include  an  ade¬ 
quate  appropriation  for  the  Kokosing 
project  in  their  1967  requests.  In  this 
way,  we  can  take  a  positive  step  forward. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  S.  2300  and  particularly 
in  support  of  the  projects  on  the  Neuse 
River  Basin:  The  Falls  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir  and  the  project  for  hurricane-flood 
protection  at  New  Bern  and  vicinity. 

Last  fall  following  unusually  heavy 
rainfall  in  the  upper  Neuse  Basin,  I 
flew  by  helicopter  over  the  Neuse  in 
Wayne  and  Lenoir  Counties  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity  of  Goldsboro  and  Seven  Springs,  N.C., 
and  the  flood  damage  was  almost  inde¬ 
scribable.  It  was  obvious  that  it  came 
from  the  upper  reaches  of  the  river,  and 
the  Wilmington  district  office  of  the  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  reported  that 
had  the  Falls  Dam  been  constructed  at 
that  time,  the  great  majority  of  the 
damage  would  have  been  prevented. 

Cost-benefit  ratios  as  shown  in  re¬ 
ports  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  are  cold 
statistics  and  are  hard  to  visualize  in 
terms  of  evacuated  homes  with  water 
standing  in  them  several  feet  deep,  of 
isolated  families  clustered -outside  their 
houses  completely  surrounded  by  water 
looking  up  and  waving  at  a  helicopter; 
or  hundreds  of  acres  of  unharvested  corn 
under  water;  flooded  pastures  with  cattle 
in  tight  little  knots  on  a  high  spot,  or  a 
gigantic  industrial  complex  like  the 


Carolina  Power  &  Light  Co.  steam  gen¬ 
eration  plant  at  Quaker  Neck  with  the 
waters  submerging  its  coal  piles  and  lap¬ 
ping  ominously  around  the  footings  of 
the  generator  itself. 

The  cost-benefit  ratio  for  the  Falls 
Dam  project  is  a  favorable  one,  but  I  am 
confident  that  there  is  not  a  Member  of 
this  body  who,  if  he  had  seen  what  I 
saw  along  the  Neuse  Basin  in  the  Golds¬ 
boro-Seven  Springs  vicinity  last  fall, 
would  not  only  agree  that  the  project  is 
justified,  but  would  be  an  enthusiastic 
supporter  of  it. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  pro¬ 
tection  at  New  Bern  and  vicinity  is  a  dif¬ 
ferent  type  of  proposal  and  provides  for 
the  construction  of  a  dam  with  a  break 
in  the  center.  It  would  retard  and 
spread  out  the  flow  of  tidal  waters  forced 
upriver  by  heavy  hurricane  tides  and 
winds.  It  is  a  relatively  new  concept  and 
I  am  advised  that  before  a  request  is 
made  for  funding  of  construction  of  the 
project,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  first 
request  funds  for  a  model  study  to  prove 
completely  the  feasibility  of  the  con¬ 
struction. 

Certainly  the  authorization  of  the 
project  to  the  end  that  the  model  study 
can  be  funded  is  justified.  As  these  re¬ 
marks  are  being  made,  interests  along 
the  gulf  coast  are  still  trying  to  evaluate 
the  damage  caused  by  Hurricane  Betsy 
and  Hurricane  Carol  is  meandering  about 
in  the  Carribean  trying  to  make  up  her 
mind  where  to  go. 

In  recent  years,  it  has  not  been  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  New  Bern  and  vicinity 
would  be  hit  by  hurricane  winds  and 
tides,  but  rather  a  question  of  when. 

Both  of  these  projects  are  worthy  of 
being  included  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  TODD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  note  with 
some  degree  of  curiosity  that  this  bill — 
which  I  have  often  heard  described  as 
pork  barrel  legislation — authorizes  a 
total  appropriation  of  $4  million  for  the 
State  of  Michigan,  which  has  more  coast¬ 
line,  more  harbors,  and  handles  as  much 
shipping  as  any  State  in  the  Union.  At 
the  same  time,  it  authorizes  more  than 
six  times  as  much  for  the  construction 
of  one  harbor  in  Indiana,  at  Bums  ditch, 
which  will  be  of  immediate  benefit  to  one 
steel  company.  If  steel  were  used  to 
make  pork  barrels,  I  could  understand 
how  the  legislation  got  its  name. 

I  notice,  too,  that  Texas  will  receive 
about  26  times  as  much  as  Michigan, 
three-quarters  of  which  is  a  down  pay¬ 
ment  on  developing  a  port  for  the  city 
of  Fort  Worth.  Both  Kalamazoo  and 
Battle  Creek,  in  my  district,  are  on  an 
equally  navigable  river,  and  for  less 
money  we  might  well  be  able  to  make  an 
ocean  port — accessible  through  the  Great 
Lakes — for  them.  And  yet  this  obviously 
worthwhile  proposal  was  not  even  con¬ 
sidered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  this  type 
of  public  works  bill  may  be  of  value  when 
our  Nation  is  not  on  the  verge  of  infla¬ 
tion.  Pump  priming  may  have  its  vir¬ 
tues  when  the  pump  is  dry.  But  today  I 
feel  we  may  need  to  be  more  concerned 
that  the  well  will  go  dry,  particularly 
in  view  of  the  impending  increases  in 
our  defense  appropriations.  I  cannot 
consider  the  bill,  as  a  whole,  timely  nor 
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a  good  investment  of  our  national  funds. 
So  I  vote  against  it.  These  programs 
would  be  well  curtailed  and  delayed. 

Should  the  Federal  Government  in¬ 
deed  have  an  excess  $1.9  billion  setting 
around,  I  would  prefer  it  be  given  to 
the  States  on  a  per  capita  basis,  in  the 
nature  of  a  tax  sharing  scheme. 

Mr.  BURLESON.  Mr.  Chairman,  over 
the  years  I  think  I  have  a  pretty  good 
record  in  support  of  flood  control  and  the 
conservation  of  soil  and  water  resources. 
I  know  of  nothing  more  necessary  and 
no  responsibility  greater  than  to  do  the 
things  we  know  we  must  to  preserve  these 
God-given  resources  for  the  benefit  of 
the  future. 

It  is  now  being  realized  in  other  parts 
of  the  country  where  water  has  been 
plentiful  that  the  problem  of  water  short¬ 
age  and  water  quality  can  be  as  impor¬ 
tant  as  survival  itself.  We  from  the 
more  arid  areas  have  long  been  aware 
of  the  problem  because  we  have  learned 
it  from  hard  experience. 

It  is  trite  to  say  that  water  is  essential 
to  all  other  things,  and  to  neglect  doing 
those  things  which  we  must  is  to  shirk 
a  responsibility  and  close  our  eyes  to  the 
progress  and  development  of  our  country. 

I  say  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  support 
of  the  record  I  have  for  projects  which 
have  these  things  as  their  goal  and 
purpose.  There  are  many  good  projects 
in  this  bill.  There  are  some  of  highly 
doubtful  merit. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  face  a  very  diffi¬ 
cult  choice  involving  several  big  items 
included  in  the  measure  before  us.  First, 
it  seems  to  me  the  project  on  the  St. 
Johns  River  in  Maine  is  neither  justified 
nor  needed.  You  have  heard  the  debate 
and  the  reasons  for  the  weakness  of  this 
proposal.  Other  things  aside,  it  just 
does  not  seem  right  to  me  that  a  $227 
million  project  should  not  have  some 
local  contribution,  and  this  has  none. 

Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  course,  even 
more  difficult  is  to  oppose  any  part  or 
feature  of  a  great  project  in  my  own 
State  of  Texas.  Without  hesitancy,  I 
would  vote  for  flood  control,  municipal 
water,  recreation  or  any  of  the  other 
benefits  coming  from  the  development  of 
the  Trinity  River,  but  I  cannot,  in  judg¬ 
ment  and  conscience,  support  the  canali¬ 
zation  of  the  Trinity  River  to  make  it 
navigable  from  the  gulf  to  Fort  Worth, 
Tex. 

I  am  well  aware  of  the  contention  of 
my  colleagues  that  this  feature  will  be 
further  studied  and  that  it  will  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  return  to  the  Congress  for  funds 
to  carry  out  this  part  of  the  proposal.  I 
do  not  see  it  this  way  at  all,  and  there 
is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the  author¬ 
ization  contained  in  this  bill  is  final  and 
obligatory  to  undertake  this  development, 
which  is  really  undefined  in  many  re¬ 
spects,  and  especially  as  to  cost. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  affords 
me  no  pleasure  at  all  to  oppose  my  re¬ 
spected  and  esteemed  colleagues  who  are 
convinced  of  the  worthiness  of  this  proj¬ 
ect,  but  I  have  long  been  committed 
against  the  navigational  aspect  of  the 
Trinity  River.  For  the  reasons  of  pure 
economics,  involving  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars,  and  the  lack  of  feasibility,  I 
simply  must  oppose  this  feature  of  it. 


Otherwise  I  enthusiastically  support  the 
proposition. 

Mr.  HARSHA.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
outset,  let  me  say  that  I  support  S.  2300, 
as  reported  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  with  the  exception  of  the 
three  projects  set  forth  in  the  supple¬ 
mental  views  of  which  I  am  a  coauthor. 
Generally  speaking,  this  legislation  is 
good  legislation  and  I  would  hope  that 
we  could  correct  those  phases  of  the 
legislation  with  which  I  disagree.  How¬ 
ever,  at  this  time  I  want  to  make  a  few 
remarks  concerning  the  Trinity  River 
project. 

I  think  it  is  well  that  I  do  so  because 
the  subcommittee  on  which  I  have  the 
honor  of  serving  as  ranking  minority 
member,  recommended  this  project  to 
the  full  committee.  I  am  frank  to  admit 
that,  initially,  I  had  serious  misgivings 
about  this  project,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  position  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  however, 
I  feel  that  we  have  considerably  im¬ 
proved  that  phase  of  the  legislation  by 
writing  into  the  bill  and  in  the  commit¬ 
tee  report,  provisions  whereby  there  will 
be  an  appropriate  restudy  based  on  cur¬ 
rent  criteria  and,  in  addition  thereto, 
there  will  be  an  opportunity  for  this  Con¬ 
gress,  as  well  as  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  to  review  that  project  at  such 
time  as  later  monetary  authorizations 
are  necessary. 

I  want  to  pay  particular  tribute  here, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  work  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas,  Congressman  Ray 
Roberts,  who  was  quite  instrumental, 
not  only  in  seeing  that  this  project  was 
approved  by  both  the  subcommittee  and 
full  committee  of  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee,  but  whose  persuasive  and 
logical  arguments  in  behalf  of  this  proj¬ 
ect  convinced  me  that,  in  the  long  run, 
the  project  will  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
our  Nation. 

During  my  service  on  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  I  have  found 
that  Congressman  Roberts  has  been  one 
of  the  most  dedicated,  diligent  and  effec¬ 
tive  members  serving  thereon.  He  not 
only  has  been  a  strong  supporter  of  the 
Trinity  River  project  and  one  of  the  prin¬ 
ciple  reasons  why  the  committee  ap¬ 
proved  it,  but  he  has  been  equally  an 
effective  spokesman  for  navigational  de¬ 
velopment  on  the  Red  and  Sabine  Rivers 
in  Texas. 

While  these  particular  projects  have 
not,  as  yet,  been  submitted  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  feel  sure  that,  as  a  result  of 
his  diligent  efforts  in  their  behalf,  they 
will  soon  appear  in  an  omnibus  bill  and 
I,  again,  want  to  commend  Congressman 
Roberts  for,  not  only  his  tremendous 
and  effective  efforts  in  behalf  of  the 
Trinity  River  project,  but  in  behalf  of  all 
of  his  work  on  our  committee.  He  truly 
represents  his  district  ably  and  well. 

And,  at  this  juncture,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  call  the  House’s  attention 
to  the  extremely  effective  efforts  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Texas,  John 
G.  Tower,  in  behalf  of  this  project. 

Senator  Tower  has  conferred  with  me 
and  other  members  of  the  committee  on 
numerous  occasions,  strongly  urging 
support  of  this  project  and  his  logical, 
persuasive  and  aggressive  arguments  in 
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behalf  of  this  project  to  me  and  to  others 
as  well,  I  am  sure,  contributed  immensely 
to  the  position  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  in  favoring  the  authorization  of 
the  Trinity  River  project. 

The  Trinity  River  project  has  long  been 
a  bipartisan  project  supported  by  most 
Texans  of  all  political  persuasions,  who 
are  interested  in  the  development  of  the 
entire  Trinity  River  watershed.  This 
was  summed  up  in  a  statement  presented 
to  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
by  Senator  John  Tower.  In  recognizing 
the  contributions  made  toward  the 
Trinity  River  project  by  Texans  of  all 
political  and  economic  persuasions,  the 
Senator  said: 

Many  men  have  dreamed  and  worked  for 
many  years  to  make  the  Trinity  River  project 
a  reality. 

I  want  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
to  know  that  I  share  that  dream  and  support 
efforts  aimed  at  seeing  it  become  a  reality. 

As  a  citizen  of  our  State,  and  as  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  our  people  In  the  National  Con¬ 
gress,  I  want  to  ask  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to 
look  with  favor  on  the  entire  Trinity  River 
project. 

I  shall  not  here  attempt  to  argue  the 
merits  of  the  Trinity  River  project.  Others 
have  done  this  ably  and  well  over  the  years. 
The  technical  and  economic  considerations 
have  been  explored  fully  by  persons  well- 
trained  and  qualified  for  their  tasks.  I 
merely  wish  to  state  that  I  have  carefully 
considered  factors  on  both  sides  of  the  argu¬ 
ment,  and  I  am  convinced  that  the  economy 
of  our  State  and  Nation  would  receive  bene¬ 
fits  far  In  excess  of  the  costs  Involved. 

As  further  evidence  that  the  people  of 
Texas  regard  this  as  a  project  to  which 
many  people  have  contributed,  and  in 
which  no  single  person  can  claim  all  the 
credit  for  its  progress  thus  far,  it  is 
worthwhile  to  note  the  response  to  Sen¬ 
ator  Tower’s  statement  to  the  House 
committee. 

Mr.  L.  H.  Armstrong,  traffic  general 
foreman  of  General  Dynamics  in  Fort 
Worth,  said  this: 

I  want  to  express  my  sincere  appreciation 
for  the  statement  you  presented  to  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee  in  support  of  the 
plan  for  development  of  the  Trinity  River 
Basin. 

As  a  member  of  the  Texas  delegation  which 
appeared  at  the  recent  hearing  before  the 
committee,  I  was  greatly  impressed,  and  I  am 
sure  the  committee  was,  by  the  statements 
presented  by  the  many  Texas  Members  of 
Congress  in  support  of  the  Trinity  improve¬ 
ment  plan. 

From  Mr.  J.  Lee  Johnson  in,  execu¬ 
tive  vice  president  and  general  manager 
of  the  Fort  Worth  Star-Telegram,  came 
this  statement: 

I  had  the  pleasure  to  be  one  of  the  dele¬ 
gates  representing  Texas  before  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee  at  its  recent  hear¬ 
ing  on  the  comprehensive  plan  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Trinity  River  Basin,  and  I  want 
to  express  to  you  my  sincere  thanks  and  ap¬ 
preciation  for  the  statement  you  presented 
in  support  of  this  plan. 

From  Mr.  Clyde  Skeen,  president  of 
Ling-Temco-Vought,  Inc.,  of  Dallas, 
came  this  statement: 

It  is  very  gratifying  to  see  the  support  you 
are  giving  to  the  comprehensive  plan  of  de¬ 
velopment  for  the  Trinity  River  Basin  of 
Texas. 
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From  Roy  Appleton,  Jr.,  general  man¬ 
ager  of  the  Denton  Record-Chronicle, 
came  this  response : 

As  a  member  of  the  Texas  delegation  that 
appeared  recently  before  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee  at  its  hearing  in  regard  to 
the  development  of  the  Trinity  River  Basin, 
I  was  most  impressed  by  the  work  that  has 
been  done  on  this  project  by  you  and  the 
other  members  of  the  Texas  congressional 
delegation.  As  was  pointed  out  by  you  and 
others  at  the  hearing,  this  project  has  the 
wholehearted  support  of  all  Texans,  and  the 
time  for  action  is  now. 

From  Mr:  W.  Lamar  Hamilton,  of  the 
Palestine  Herald-Press,  came  this  state¬ 
ment: 

The  interest  you  showed  in  our  reception 
and  dinner  of  August  11,  was  most  ap¬ 
preciated,  and  the  statement  you  presented 
on  August  12,  to  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  was  a  masterpiece  of  factual  in¬ 
formation. 

And  from  Mr.  W.  W.  Lynch,  president 
of  the  Texas  Power  &  Light  Co.,  came 
this  statement : 

■  I  have  heard  many  expressions  of  apprecia¬ 
tion  and  I  want  to  add  mine  with  respect  to 
your  testimony  before  the  House  in  regard 
to  the  Trinity  River  development  program. 
You  made  a  very  important  contribution. 

These  statements  give  ample  evidence 
of  the  broad  nature  of  support  for  the 
Trinity  River  development  project,  both 
in  Texas  and  among  those  who  represent 
Texas  in  the  National  Congress. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  again  commend  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  for  his  very  diligent 
and  effective  efforts  in  behalf  of  this 
project.  I  am  sure  that,  without  his 
assistance,  it  may  never  have  been  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  Congress. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Trinity  River  Basin  project,  by  any 
standard,  is  a  huge  undertaking.  It  is 
enormous  in  size,  cost,  vision,  ambition, 
benefit,  and  merit.  When  completed,  it 
will  have  cost  $1  billion  and  will  be  a 
fitting  complement  to  the  many  other 
greatly  meritorious  and  costly,  multimil- 
lion-dollar  projects  which  in  our  time 
have  become  a  measure  of  our  Nation’s 
greatness.  I  refer  to  the  Arkansas  River, 
Puget  Sound,  the  Missouri  River,  the 
Intracoastal  Canal,  the  Mississippi 
River,  the  Cross  Florida  Canal,  New 
York  Harbor,  and  many  others  of  which 
we  can  be  and  are  justly  proud. 

I  suppose,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  there  is 
anything  more  tempting  to  a  Member  of 
Congress  than  voting  for  a  public  works 
project  in  his  own  district,  it  is  the  temp¬ 
tation  to  vote  against  a  public  works 
project  in  the  other  Member’s  district. 
Yet,  yielding  to  either  temptation  would 
be  irrational  and  destructive  of  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  well-being  if  our  judgments  were 
hot  based  strictly  on  the  question  of  the 
merits  of  each  individual  public  works 
project.  It  is  with  this  in  mind  that  I 
wish  to  examine  the  Trinity  River  Basin 
project. 

This  great  river  basin  encompasses 
some  17,845  square  miles  of  land  and 
stretches  some  360  miles  from  above 
Fort  Worth,  past  Dallas,  Corsicana,  Pal¬ 
estine,  and  Liberty  on  down  to  the  gulf 
coast  near  Houston.  The  basin  is  more 
than  100  miles  wide  above  Fort  Worth 
and  furnishes  livelihood  and  residence 


to  3  percent  of  the  total  population  of 
our  country.  It  has  more  people  than 
are  to  be  found  in  any  one  of  32  States 
of  the  United  States. 

The  potential  of  the  Trinity  River 
Basin  has  long  been  recognized  by  the 
people  of  this  great  area  as  well  as  the 
people  of  the  Nation.  There  are  pres¬ 
ently  seven  Corps  of  Engineers  projects 
in  various  stages  of  planning  and  con¬ 
struction — four  completed,  two  under 
construction,  and  one  in  planning  stage: 
several  local  flood-protection  projects 
are  in  existence,  and  quite  a  few  others 
have  been  authorized.  State,  local,  and 
private  funds  in  the  amount  of  $500  mil¬ 
lion  have  been  spent  or  will  be  spent — 
$269  million  spent,  and  $256  million 
pledged  to  be  spent  by  reliable  State, 
local,  and  private  sources.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  there  is  anything  that  would  dis¬ 
tinguish  this  great  project  from  the 
other  great  projects  throughout  our 
country,  it  would  be  the  investment  of 
such  large  sums  of  State,  local,  and  pri¬ 
vate  funds. 

The  Trinity  River  Basin  project  is  a 
great  and  worthwhile  project.  Like  all 
meritorious  public  works  projects,  it  is 
an  investment  in  the  future  of  our  great 
Nation:  and,  more  important,  it  is  an  ex¬ 
pression  of  the  confidence  we  have  in 
ourselves  and  the  future  of  our  country. 

Mr.  DERWINSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  pleased  to  direct  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  two  very  necessary  provisions 
in  S.  2300  for  the  development  of  Calu¬ 
met  Harbor  and  River,  Ill.,  and  Ind., 
as  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  approved  October  23,  1962. 

The  Calumet  River  is  a  connecting 
channel  between  Lake  Michigan  proper 
and  the  extensive  harbor  facilities  of 
Lake  Calumet.  It  provides  the  only  link 
between  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  and 
the  Cal-Sag  Channel  connection  with 
the  vast  inland  waterway  system  that 
serves  the  State  of  Illinois,  the  Midwest, 
and  the  whole  center  section  of  this 
country.  It  required  deepening  subse¬ 
quent  to  the  opening  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway,  and  it  still  remains  to  be 
deepened.  The  public  and  private  fa¬ 
cilities  located  along  the  Calumet  River, 
which  represents  an  expenditure  of  tens 
of  millions  of  dollars  cannot  be  rendered 
fully  capable  of  meeting  their  potential 
until  the  dredging  of  the  channel  to  full 
seaway  depth  is  completed. 

In  order  to  permit  dredging  to  full 
project  depth  of  27  feet,  the  New  York, 
Chicago  &  St.  Louis — Nickel  Plate — Rail¬ 
road  bride  and  the  Elgin,  Joliet  &  Eastern 
Railroad  bridge  must  be  strengthened  to 
withstand  the  channel  deepening. 
Therefore,  I  am  pleased  that  S.  2300 
modifies  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1962  in  order  to  authorize  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  provide  this  necessary  pro¬ 
tection  for  both  bridges. 

This  development  is  overdue  in  that 
the  full  potential  to  the  Chicago  metro¬ 
politan  area  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway 
and  its  connecting  waterway  with  the 
Mississippi  River  will  not  be  fully  utilized 
until  the  navigation  problems  on  the 
Calumet  River  have  been  completely 
solved. 

Mr.  DORN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  my  honor  to  serve  in  the  Congress 


for  17  years.  I  have  never  served  on  any 
committee  or  set  through  any  hearings 
or  heard  any  deliberations  presided  over 
in  a  more  superb  manner  than  by  my 
friends,  the  Honorable  Bob  Jones,  of 
Alabama,  and  the  Honorable  John  Blat- 
nik,  of  Minnesota.  These  gentlemen 
presided  with  patience,  understanding, 
and  devotion  to  the  welfare  of  our  coun¬ 
try  beyond  the  call  of  duty.  It  was  an 
inspiration  to  serve  on  the  subcommittee 
with  these  great  Americans.  This  bill 
before  the  House  today  is  a  result  of  their 
tact,  diplomacy,  fairness,  and  dedication 
to  the  general  welfare. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  beloved  and  able 
chairman,  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land,  George  Fallon,  was  always  in  the 
background,  guiding,  and  counseling  all 
of  us.  He  is  one  of  the  greatest  com¬ 
mittee  chairmen  in  the  history  of  the 
Congress. 

This  bill  and  the  projects  it  creates  will 
be  a  monument  to  the  genius  of  Mr. 
Fallon,  Mr.  Blatnik,  Mr.  Jones,  the 
senior  members  of  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  and  an  able,  dedicated,  and  con- 
cientious  staff. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  There  being  no  fur¬ 
ther  amendments,  the  bill  is  considered 
as  read. 

The  question  is  on  the  committee  sub¬ 
stitute  to  the  Senate  bill. 

The  committee  substitute  was  agreed 
to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Rostenkowski,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee,  having  had  under  considera¬ 
tion  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of 
certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House 
Resolution  588,  he  reported  the  bill  back 
to  the  House  with  an  amendment  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  for 
a  separate  vote  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  Mr.  Clark  on  page  41,  lines  4 
through  12,  inclusively. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  on  which  a  separate  vote 
is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Clark:  Sub¬ 
stitute  the  following  language  for  the  lan¬ 
guage  on  page  41,  lines  4  through  12,  inclu¬ 
sively  : 

“The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  a  survey 
for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes  of  the 
St.  John  River,  Maine,  separate  and  apart 
from  the  Passamaquoddy  Tidal  Power  Proj¬ 
ect,  which  survey  shall  include  a  detailed 
study  of  alternative  methods  of  providing 
power,  including  thermal  power  development 
using  nuclear  energy,  and  to  submit  a  re¬ 
port  thereon  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
March  30,  1966." 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken  and  the  Speak¬ 
er  announced  that  the  “noes”  appeared 
to  have  it. 
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Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  207,  nays  185,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  39,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  315] 

YEAS — 207 


Abbitt 

Erlenbom 

Moorhead 

Adair 

Findley 

Morgan 

Addabbo 

Fisher 

Morse 

Andrews, 

Flood 

Murray 

Glenn 

Fogarty 

Natcher 

Andrews, 

Fountain 

Nedzi 

N.  Dak. 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Nelsen 

Arends 

Fuqua 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Ashbrook 

Giaimo 

Pelly 

Ashmore 

Goodell 

Perkins 

Baldwin 

Grabowski 

Philbin 

Bates 

Gray 

Pike 

Battin 

Griffin 

Pirnle 

Belcher 

Griffiths 

Poll 

Bell 

Gross 

Quie 

Berry 

Grover 

Quillen 

Betts 

Gubser 

Randall 

Boland 

Gurney 

Reid,  HI. 

Bray 

Haley 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Brock 

Hall 

Reife] 

Broomfield 

Halleck 

Reinecke 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Hanley 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Buchanan 

Hardy 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Burke 

Harsha 

Robison 

Burleson 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Cahill 

Hays 

Roudebush 

Callaway 

Henderson 

Rumsfeld 

C’arey 

Horton 

Satterfield 

Casey 

Huot 

St  Germain 

Cederberg 

Hutchinson 

St.  Onge 

Chamberlain 

Ichord 

Saylor 

Chelf 

Irwin 

Schneebeli 

Clancy 

Jarman 

Schweiker 

Clark 

Jennings 

Secrest 

Clausen, 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Selden 

Don  H. 

Jonas 

Shipley 

Clawson,  Del 

Jones,  Mo. 

Shriver 

Cleveland 

Keith 

Sikes 

Collier 

Kelly 

Skubitz 

Conable 

Keogh 

Slack 

Conte 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Cooley 

Kornegay 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Corbett 

Kunkel 

Smith,  Va. 

Craley 

Laird 

Stanton 

Cramer 

Langen 

Steed 

Cunningham 

Latta 

Stratton 

Curtin 

Lennon 

Talcott 

Curtis 

Lipscomb 

Taylor 

Daddarlo 

Love 

Teague,  Calif. 

Dague 

McClory 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Davis,  Wis. 

McCulloch 

Tuck 

de  la  Garza 

McDade 

Utt 

Delaney 

McMillan 

Vivian 

Dent 

MacGregor 

Walker,  Miss. 

Denton 

Mahon 

Watkins 

Derwinskl 

Mailliard 

Watson 

Devine 

Marsh 

Watts 

Dickinson 

Martin,  Ala. 

Whalley 

Dole 

Martin,  Mass. 

White,  Tex. 

Donohue 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Whitener 

Dorn 

Mathias 

Whitten 

Dowdy 

Matthews 

Widnall 

Downing 

May 

Williams 

Du!  ski 

Michel 

Wilson,  Bob 

Duncan,  Term. 

Minshall 

Wolff 

Dwyer 

Mize 

Wyatt 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Monagan 

Wydler 

Ellsworth 

Moore 

Younger 

NAYS— 185 

Abernethy 

Callan 

Farbstein 

Adams 

Cameron 

Fascell 

Albert 

Carter 

Feighan 

Anderson, 

Celler 

Flynt 

Tenn. 

Clevenger 

Foley 

Annunzio 

Cohelan 

Ford, 

Ashley 

Conyers 

William  D. 

Aspinall 

Corman 

Fraser 

Bandstra 

Culver 

Fried  el 

Barrett 

Daniels 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Beck  worth 

Davis,  Ga. 

Gallagher 

Bennett 

Dawson 

Garmatz 

Bingham 

Dingell 

Ga  things 

Blatnik 

Dow 

Gettys 

Boggs 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Gibbons 

Bolling 

Dyal 

Gilbert 

Brademaa 

Edmondson 

Gilligan 

Brooks 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Gonzalez 

Brown,  Calif. 

Evans,  Colo. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Burton.  Calif. 

Everett 

Green,  Pa. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Evins,  Term. 

Greigg 

Cabell 

Fallon 

Grider 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Madden 

Rostenkowski 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Matsunaga 

Roush 

Halpern 

Meeds 

Roybal 

Hamilton 

Mills 

Ryan 

Hanna 

Minish 

Scheuer 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Mink 

Schisler 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Moeller 

Schmidhauser 

Hathaway 

Morris 

Scott 

Hawkins 

Morrison 

Sickles 

Hubert 

Moss 

Sisk 

Hechler 

Multer 

Smith,  Iowa 

Helstoski 

Murphy,  HI. 

Stafford 

Howard 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Stalbaum 

Hull 

Nix 

Stubblefield 

Hungate 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Sullivan 

Jacobs 

O’Konski 

Sweeney 

Joelson 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Olson,  Minn. 

Tenzer 

Jones,  Ala. 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Karsten 

Ottinger 

Todd 

Karth 

Patman 

Trimble 

Kastenmeler 

Patten 

Tunney 

Kee 

Pepper 

Tupper 

King,  Calif. 

Pickle 

Tuten 

King,  Utah 

Poage 

Udall 

Kirwan 

Pool 

Ullman 

Kluczynski 

Powell 

Van  Deerlin 

Krebs 

Price 

Vanik 

Landrum 

Pucinski 

Vigor!  to 

Leggett 

Purcell 

Waggonner 

Long,  La. 

Race 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Long,  Md. 

Redlin 

Weltner 

McCarthy 

Reuss 

White,  Idaho 

McDowell 

R’vers,  S.C. 

Willis 

McFall 

Roberts 

Wilson, 

McGrath 

Rodino 

Charles  H. 

McVicker 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Wright 

Macdonald 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Yates 

Machen 

Ronan 

Young 

Mackay 

Mackie 

Rooney,  N.Y. 
Rosenthal 

Zablocki 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— 1 
Roncallo 


NOT  VOTING— 39 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  O’Brien 
Frelinghuysen  O’Hara,  HI. 
Harris  Passman 

Herlong  Resnlcb 

Hicks  Roosevelt 

Holifleld  Senner 

Holland  Springer 

Hosmer  Staggers 

Johnson,  Okla.  Stephens 
Lindsay  Thomas 

McEwen  Thompson,  Tex. 

Miller  Toll 

Morton 
Mosher 


Anderson,  Ill. 
Andrews, 
George  W. 
Ayres 
Baring 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bow 

Burton,  Utah 

Colmer 

Diggs 

Farnsley 

Farnum 

Fino 


So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Roncalio  for,  with  Mr.  Hicks  against. 
Mr.  Hosmer  for,  with  Mr.  Holifleld  against. 
Mr.  Colmer  for,  with  Mr.  Johnson  of  Okla¬ 
homa  against. 

Mr.  O’Brien  for,  with  Mr.  Senner  against. 
Mr.  McEwen  for,  with  Mr.  Toll  against. 
Mr.  Anderson  of  Illinois  for,  with  Mr. 
Miller  against. 

Mr.  Morton  for,  with  Mr.  Farnum  against. 
Mr.  Bow  for,  with  Mr.  Resnick  against. 
Mr.  Bonner  for,  with  Mr.  Farnsley  against. 
Mr.  Burton  of  Utah  for,  with  Mr.  Diggs 
against. 

Mr.  Frelinghuysen  for,  with  Mr.  Roose¬ 
velt  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Holland  with  Mr.  Lindsay. 

Mr.  Stephens  with  Mr.  Springer. 

Mr.  O’Hara  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Fino. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Mosher. 

Mr.  Thomas  with  Mrs.  Bolton. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Ayres. 

Mr.  Staggers  with  Mr.  Baring. 

Mr.  Herlong  with  Mr.  George  W.  Andrews. 


Messrs.  ABERNETHY,  POOL,  O’KON- 
SKI,  and  MOELLER  changed  their  votes 
from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

Messrs.  COOLEY,  HANLEY,  and 
BROOMFIELD  changed  their  votes  from 
“nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  RONCALIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 


a  live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Hicks],  If  he  were 
present,  he  would  have  voted  “nay.”  I 
voted  “yea.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and 
vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  committee  substitute  for  the  Senate 
bill. 

The  committee  substitute  was  agreed 
to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
third  reading  of  the  Senate  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


v  ECONOMIC  OPPORTUNITY  AMEND¬ 
MENTS  OF  1965 

.  Mr.  POWELL  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill\  (H.R.  8283)  to  expand  the  war  on 
poverty  and  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
programs  under  the  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity^  Act  of  1964: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1061) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  Votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
8283)  to  expand  the  war  on  poverty  and 
enhance  theXeffectiveness  of  programs  under 
the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964,  hav¬ 
ing  met,  afterVull  and  free  conference,  have/ 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  tg 
their  respective  ulouses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagrefe- 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  samei  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  “In  lieu  oi  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  /nsert 
the  following:  ‘ThatVthis  Act  may  bd  cited 
as  the  ‘Economic  Opportunity  Amendments 
of  1965.' 

“AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  \l - YOUTH  PROGRAMS 

"Job  Corps — Displacement  of  workers 
“Sec.  2.  Section  103  of  the  Economic  Op¬ 
portunity  Act  of  1964  is  amended  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  ‘Sec.  103.’  the  foliow/ng  new  sen¬ 
tence:  The  Director  of  the  Office  shall  pre¬ 
scribe  regulations  to  prevent  programs  under 
this  part  from  displacing  presently  employed 
workers  or  the  impairment/of  \xisting  con¬ 
tracts  for  services.’ 

"Job  Corps — Payments  to  fbertain\ndividuals 
or  organizations fprohibite 
“Sec.  3.  Subsection  (/)  of  section  103  of 
the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of\l964  is 
amended  by  striking  ont  the  period  and  add¬ 
ing  after  the  word  ‘terminated’  the  allow¬ 
ing:  ':  Provided,  however,  That  the  Director 
shall  make  no  payments  to  any  individual  or 
to  any  organization  solely  as  compensation 
for  the  service  of  referring  the  names  of  ca 
didates  for  enrollment  in  the  Corps.’ 

"Job  Corps — Cuban  refugees 
“Sec.  4.  Sect/on  104(a)  of  the  Economic^ 
Opportunity  Afct  of  1964  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ‘For 
purposes  of  /his  subsection,  any  native  and 
citizen  of  Cuba  who  arrived  in  the  United 
States  from  Cuba  as  a  nonimmigrant  or  as 
a  parolee/  subsequent  to  January  1,  1959, 
under  the  provisions  of  section  214(a)  or 
212(d)  (/),  respectively,  of  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  shall  be  considered  a 
permanent  resident  of  the  United  States.’ 
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Senator  from  New  York  would  vote 

“nay.” 

\  Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  Is  ab- 
senVon  official  business  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Atomic  Energy. 

The\Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Curtis iNhe  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Pearson] /Vhe  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Simpson],  and  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  tower]  are  necessarily  ab¬ 
sent.  \ 

The  Senator  item  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Scott]  is  absent  on.  official  business. 

If  present  and  votmg,  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Bennett]  wwuld  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Curtis]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania, [Mr.  Scott]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Pennsylvania  wotald  vote 
“nay.”  \ 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  fromwyo- 
ming  [Mr.  Simpson]  is  paired  witn\the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower]. Nlf 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from, 
Wyoming  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  32, 
nays  54,  as  follows: 

[No.  269  Leg.] 

YEAS— 32 


Bartlett 

Ellender 

Morton 

Bible 

Fong 

Mundt 

Burdick 

Fulbright 

Pell 

Byrd,  Va. 

Gruening 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Robertson  - 

Church 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Symington 

Clark 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Talmadge 

Cooper 

McClellan 

Williams,  Del. 

Cotton 

McGovern 

Williams,  N.J. 

Douglas 

Montoya 

Young,  Ohio 

Eastland 

Morse 

NAYS— 64 

Aiken 

Hill 

Murphy 

Allott 

Holland 

Muskie 

Bass 

Inouye 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Neuberger 

Boggs 

Javits 

Pas  tore 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Carlson 

Kuchel 

Proxmlre 

Case 

Lausche 

Ribicoff 

Birksen 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Dodd 

Long,  La. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Dominick 

Magnuson 

Saltonstall 

Ervin 

Mansfield 

Sma  thers 

Fannin 

McGee 

Smith  y 

Harris 

McNamara 

Stennis  / 

Hart 

Metcalf 

Thurmond/ 

Hartke 

Miller 

Tydings  / 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Yarboro/gh 

Hickenlooper 

Moes 

Younj/l.  Dak, 

NOT  VOTING — 14  / 

Anderson 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

S</t 

Bennett 

McCarthy 

Simpson 

Brewster 

McIntyre 

/parkman 

Curtis 

Mondale  y 

'Tower 

Gore 

Pearson  / 

So  Mr.  Morse’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected.  / 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Jar.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  Reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  amemunent  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JAVITSV'  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  ta file. 

The  motjon  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to./ 


MESSAGE  PROM  THE  HOUSE 

^ymessage  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
se/atives,  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 
mad  passed  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preserva¬ 


tion  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  an  amendment, 
in  which  it  requested  the  concurrence  of 
the  Senate. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  President: 

H.R.  5842.  An  act  to  amend  the  Lead-Zinc 
Small  Producers  Stabilization  Act  of  Octo¬ 
ber  3, 1961;  and 

H.R.  9221.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  other 
purposes. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  ACT  OP  1965 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate 
a  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  S.  2300. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern  in  the  chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  the  amendment  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  to  the  bill  (S.  2300)  au¬ 
thorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
was,  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert: 

TITLE  I - NORTHEASTERN  UNITED  STATES  WATER 

SUPPLY 

Sec.  101.  (a)  Congress  hereby  recognizes 
that  assuring  adequate  supplies  of  water  for 
the  great  metropolitan  centers  of  the  United 
States  has  become  a  problem  of  such  magni¬ 
tude  that  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  this 
country  require  the  Federal  Government 
to  assist  In  the  solution  of  water  supply  prob¬ 
lems.  Therefore,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  Is  au¬ 
thorized  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  and 
local  agencies  in  preparing  plans  In  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act 
(Public  Law  89-80)  to  meet  the  long-range 
water  needs  of  the  northeastern  United 
States.  This  plan  may  provide  for  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  by  the 
United  States  of  (1)  a  system  of  major 
reservoirs  to  be  located  within  those  river 
basins  of  the  Northeastern  United  States 
which  drain  into  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those 
that  drain  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  north  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those  that  drain  into 
Lake  Ontario,  and  those  that  drain  into  the 
Saint  Lawrence  River,  (2)  major  conveyance 
facilities  by  which  water  may  be  exchanged 
between  these  river  basins  to  the  extent 
found  desirable  in  the  national  interest,  and 
(3)  major  purification  facilities.  Such  plans 
shall  provide  for  appropriate  financial 
participation  by  the  States,  political  sub¬ 
divisions  thereof,  and  other  local  interests. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  con¬ 
struct,  operate,  and  maintain  those  reservoirs, 
conveyance  facilities,  and  purification  facil¬ 
ities,  which  are  recommended  in  the  plan 
prepared  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  and  which  are  specifically 
authorized  by  law  enacted  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Each  reservoir  included  in  the  plan 
authorized  by.  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  component  of  a  comprehensive 
plan  for  the  optimum  development  of  the 
river  basin  in  which  it  Is  situated,  as  well 
as  a  component  of  the  plan  established  in 
accordance  with  this  section. 


TITLE  n — FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  main¬ 
tain  any  water  resource  development  project, 
including  single  and  multiple  purpose  proj¬ 
ects  involving,  but  not  limited  to,  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  shore  protection,  if  the 
estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  constructing 
such  projects  is  less  than  $10,000,000.  No 
appropriation  shall  be  made  to  construct, 
operate,  or  maintain  any  such  project  if  such 
project  has  not  been  approved  by  resolutions 
adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives, 
respectively.  For  the  purpose  of  securing 
consideration  of  such  approval  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  of  such 
proposed  project,  including  all  relevant  data 
and  all  costs. 

(b)  Any  water  resource  development  proj¬ 
ect  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  this 
section  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation  as  it  would  be  if 
the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  such  proj¬ 
ect  were  $10,000,000  or  more. 

Sec.  202.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 
(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized 
in  this  title  except  that  for  any  channel  im¬ 
provement  or  channel  rectification  project, 
provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of 
said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
and  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law,  the 
authorization  for  any  flood  control  project 
authorized  by  this  Act  requiring  local  co¬ 
operation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the 
date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified 
in  writing  by  the  Department  of  the  Army 
of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  un¬ 
less  said  interests  shall  within  said  time 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  coopera¬ 
tion  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  203.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law 
Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress, 
second  session),  shall  govern  with  respect 
to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  Irrigation  and  purposes  Incidental 
thereto  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
fuU. 

Sec.  204.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter 
designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set 
forth  therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  pros¬ 
ecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this 
title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title 
shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prose¬ 
cuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with 
budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks  and 
other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible 
future  use  in  the  development  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam 
authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by 
the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Federal  Power  Commission. 

Saint  John  River  Basin 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  make  a  survey  for 
flood  control  and  allied  purposes  of  the  Saint 
John  River,  Maine,  separate  and  apart  from 
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the  Passamaquoddy  Tidal  Power  Project, 
which  survey  shall  include  a  detailed  study 
of  alternative  methods  of  providing  power, 
including  thermal  power  development  using 
nuclear  energy,  and  to  submit  a  report  there¬ 
on  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  March 
30,  1966. 

Housatonic  River  Basin 
The  projects  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Housatonic,  Naugatuck,  and  Still  Rivers  at 
Derby  and  Danbury,  Connecticut,  are  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,100,000. 

New  England- Atlantic  coastal  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  Westerly,  Rhode  Island,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  85, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $3,287,000. 

Long  Island  Sound  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Stratford,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,340,000. 

Hudson  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Yonkers, 
Saw  Mill  River,  New  York,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  258,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,924,000. 

New  York- Atlantic  coastal  area 
The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  East  Rockaway 
Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay, 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  215,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane -flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Staten  Island, 
Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  New  York, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
181,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,230,000. 

Elizabeth  River  Basin,  New  Jersey 
The  project  for  hurricane -flood  protection 
on  the  Elizabeth  River,  New  Jersey,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  249, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,769,000. 

Rahway  River  Basin,  Neio  Jersey 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Rahway  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  67,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,514,000. 

Neuse  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  Neuse  River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  175, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  New  Bern  and  Vicinity,  North  Carolina, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
183,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $10,400,000. 


Middle  Atlantic  Coastal  Area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Ocracoke  Island, 
North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,636,000. 

Flint  River  Basin 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir, 
Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$40,378,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee 
Reservoir,  Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially,  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $48,275,000. 

Central  and  Southern  Florida  Basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  central  and  southern 
Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948, 
and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby 
modified  to  include  the  following  items : 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry 
County,  west  of  levees  1,  2,  and  3,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,986,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  South¬ 
west  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,903,000. 

South  Atlantic  Coastal  Area 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  Biscayne  Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,954,000. 

Phillippi  Creek  Basin,  Florida 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  Phillippi 
Creek,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 

Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534) ,  as 
amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  proj¬ 
ects  and  plans  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ments  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $181,- 
109,000,  and  the  authorization  for  the  lower 
Mississippi  River  project  is  hereby  increased 
accordingly,  except  that  (1)  any  modified 
easements  required  in  the  improvement  of 
the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri,  Flood¬ 
way  shall  be  acquired  as  provided  by  section 
4  of  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  (2)  the  pumping 
plant  in  the  Red  River  backwater  area  shall 
be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  (3)  the  recommendations  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  improvements  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  and  (4)  the  requirement  of  local  cooper¬ 
ation  for  the  improvements  in  the  Saint 
Francis  Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  shall 
be  the  same  as  is  required  by  paragraph  (q) 
under  the  heading  “Lower  Mississippi  River” 
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in  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1946. 

The  project  for  the  Saint  Francis  River, 
Missouri  and  Arkansas,  within  Drainage  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  7,  Poinsett  County,  Arkansas,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  57, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,372,000. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Grand  Isle  and  vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
184,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,500,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Morgan  City  and  vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
167,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,049,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  Lake  Pontchartrain,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  231, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  except  that  the 
recommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  in  that  document  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  the  Seabrook  lock  feature  of  the 
project.  The  estimated  cost  is  $56,235,000. 

Ouachita  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Ouachita  River  at  Monroe,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
323,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $520,000. 

Red  River  Basin 

The  proviso  in  the  paragraph  under  the 
center  heeading  “Red  River  Basin”  in  the  Act 
of  December  30,  1963  (77  Stat.  840,  Public 
Law  88-253)  relating  to  the  Waurika  project, 
Oklahoma,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“ Provided ,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
authorized  to  acquire  lands  and  interests 
therein  required  for  the  establishment  of  a 
national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir  as 
described  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  33, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $418,000,  whenever  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  approves  the  establishment  of  such 
a  refuge.”. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou 
Bodcau  and  tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Louisi¬ 
ana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  203,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,934,000. 

The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and 
Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  as  authorized  in  the 
Act  of  October  23,  1962  (76  Stat.  1187),  is 
hereby  modified  in  order  to  provide  for  a 
highway  crossing  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  to  re¬ 
place  the  present  FM  Highway  1499  across 
Sanders  Creek,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $310,- 
000.  Such  crossing  shall  be  constructed  un¬ 
der  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  accordance  with  such  plans  as 
may  be  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers. 

Gulf  of  Mexico 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Buffalo  Bayou  and  tributaries.  White  Oak 
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Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  169,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  High¬ 
land  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,004,000. 

Rio  Grande  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Rio  Grande  at  El  Paso,  Texas,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  207,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,493,000. 

Arkansas  River  Basin 
Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improve¬ 
ment  of  Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July 
24,  1946,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  to 
authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  provide 
replacement  outfall  facilities  for  the  Kansas 
Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff, 
Arkansas,  including  such  new  pumping  fa¬ 
cilities  as  may  be  necessary,  at  the  most  eco¬ 
nomical  Federal  expense,  but  including  in 
the  Federal  expense  the  reasonable  capital¬ 
ized  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance  of 
the  pumping  facilities  over  the  cost  of  pump¬ 
ing  now  required  in  the  existing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Las  Animas,  Colorado,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
165,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,541,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lee 
Creek,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  270, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $10,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Little 
Rock,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  55,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $363,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
182,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,030,000. 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  na¬ 
tional  wildlife  refuge  at  the  John  Redmond 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Grand  (Neosho)  River, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Walnut  River,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$66,036,000. 

The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Res 
ervoir.  Salt  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
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recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  242,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,150,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crutcho 
Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  47,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,801,000. 

Tire  project  for  Trinidad  Dam  on  Purga- 
toire  River,  Colorado,  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  325,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (72 
Stat.  297)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that 
in  lieu  of  the  local  cooperation  recommended 
in  paragraph  2(a)  of  the  report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  July  22,  1954,  published 
in  said  document,  local  interests  shall  main¬ 
tain  the  channel  of  Purgatoire  River  through 
the  city  of  Trinidad.  The  conditions  set 
forth  in  paragraphs  2(b)  and  2(c)  of  said 
report  shall  be  applicable  to  the  project. 

The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  (for¬ 
merly  known  as  Caddoa  Reservoir),  Arkan¬ 
sas  River.  Colorado,  as  authorized  by  the  Act 
of  June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570),  is  modified 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  use  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand 
acre-feet  of  reservoir  flood  control  storage 
space  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and 
maintaining  a  permanent  pool  for  fish  and 
wildlife  and  recreational  purposes,  at  such 
times  as  storage  space  may  not  be  available 
for  such  permanent  pool  within  the  con¬ 
servation  pool  as  defined  in  article  III  F. 
Arkansas  River  compact  (63  Stat.  145)  except 
that — 

(1)  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  purchase 
and  make  available  any  water  rights  neces¬ 
sary  under  State  law  to  establish  and  there¬ 
after  maintain  the  permanent  pool. 

(2)  The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado 
and  Kansas  to  those  waters  available  to  them 
under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  com¬ 
pact  and  under  the  laws  of  their  respective 
States  shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired 
by  anything  contained  in  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  give  any  preference  to  the 
permanent  pool  over  other  project  purposes. 

(4)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined 
shall  be  maintained  except  upon  written 
terms  and  conditions  acceptable  and  agreed 
to  (A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  flood  control,  and  (B)  by  the  Col¬ 
orado  State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas  River 
Compact  Administration,  and  the  Colorado 
Water  Conservation  Board,  in  the  interest  of 
establishing,  maintaining,  and  operating  the 
permanent  pool  for  recreational  and  fish  and 
wildlife  purposes. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  limit  the  authority  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  operate  John  Martin 
Reservoir  for  the  primary  purposes  of  the 
prevention  of  floods  and  the  preservation  of 
life  and  property. 

Missouri  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big 
Creek  at  Hays,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  22,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,702,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Nemaha  River  and  tributaries,  Ne¬ 
braska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  160,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Big  Sioux  River  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and 
South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  199, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,400,000,  except  that  such  portion 
of  the  project  as  relates  to  the  area  above  the 


city  limits  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  shall  be  com¬ 
patible  with  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation 
plan  and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the 
upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  River,  both  to 
be  approved  by  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South 
Dakota. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
James  River  and  tributaries.  North  Dakota, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
266,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,083,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Fish¬ 
ing  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
281,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,260,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  -the 
Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers  and 
tributaries.  Iowa  and  Missouri,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  House 
Document  Numbered  238,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,167,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  241,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $218,009,000.  Nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing 
the  construction  of  Linneus  Reservoir  on 
Locust  Creek,  St.  Catherine  Reservoir  on  East 
Yellow  Creek,  the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  lo¬ 
cal  protection  works,  nor  hydroelectric  power 
facilities  at  Pattonsburg  Reservoir  on  Grand 
River. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Platte  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  262,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $26,889,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Sun  River  at  Great  Falls,  Montana,  author¬ 
ized  by  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1958  (72  Stat.  297;  Public  Law  85-500)  is 
hereby  modified  to  waive  the  requirement 
that  local  interests  contribute  in  cash  2.16 
per  centum  of  the  actual  construction  cost 
of  all  items  of  work  provided  by  the  United 
States. 

Ohio  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Char- 
tiers  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  302,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,207,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy 
Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois,  Pennsylvania,  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
185,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,654,000. 

The  project  for  the  Hocking  River,  Ohio,  in 
the  vicinity  of  Athens,  Ohio,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  287, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,520,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek, 
and  Patoka  Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash 
River,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  202,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $72,- 
900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big 
Pine  Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash  River, 
Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
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in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  29,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $44,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Rowlesbury  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
243,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $133,548,000:  Provided,  That  the  power 
features  of  this  project  shall  not  be  under¬ 
taken  until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  has  completed  action  on  any 
applications  that  may  be  pending  before  that 
agency  for  private  development  of  the 
pumped -storage  facility  of  the  project:  Pro¬ 
vided  further.  That  should  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  act  in  the  affirmative  on  any 
pending  applications,  the  authority  for  such 
project  shall  not  include  Federal  power  fea¬ 
tures  and  the  estimated  cost  of  such  project 
shall  be  $88,402,000:  And  provided  further, 
That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  dismisses  any  pending  applications. 
Federal  construction  of  such  pumped-storage 
power  facilities  is  hereby  authorized  and 
approved. 

The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reser¬ 
voir,  Upper  Cumberland  River  Basin,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  244,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $4,860,000. 

The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther 
Creek  Reservoir  projects  and  the  Martin, 
Kentucky,  local  protection  project  on  the 
Big  Sandy  River  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks 
of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia, 
are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  246,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $51,491,000.  Prior  to  initia¬ 
tion  of  construction  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  shall  prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits 
and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects,  includ¬ 
ing  such  reformulation  as  may  be  necessary 
to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water  Project 
Recreation  Act. 

Red  River  of  the  north  basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Roseau  River,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  282,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,550,000. 

Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East 
Saint  Louis  and  vicinity,  niinois  (East  Side 
levee  and  sanitary  district) ,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  329,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $6,180,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illi¬ 
nois,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress)  ,  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  hereby  modified  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  351,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  to  provide  for  the  deletion 
from  the  items  of  local  cooperation  the  re¬ 
quirement  of  a  cash  contribution  due  to 
changed  land  use,  at  an  estimated  increased 
Federal  cost  of  $3,498,000,  if  local  interests 
make  a  cash  contribution  of  an  amount 
equal  to  the  full  cost  of  acquisition  of  flow- 
age  easements  in  those  lands  which  are  no 
longer  needed  for  construction,  operation, 
and  maintenance  of  Carlyle  Reservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage 
and  Levee  District,  Madison  County,  Hlinois, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 


Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

The  project  for  Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Skunk  River,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as 
modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in 
House  Document  Numbered  267,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,893,000. 

The  projects  for  flood  protection  at  Mar¬ 
shalltown  and  Waterloo  on  the  Iowa  and 
Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa,  are  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$17,570,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zumbro  River,  Min¬ 
nesota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and 
Whetstone  River,  Minnesota  and  South  Da¬ 
kota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  and  House  Document 
Numbered  193,  •  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 

The  project  on  the  Des  Moines  River  for 
flood  protection  of  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  House 
Document  Numbered  651,  Seventy-eighth 
Congress,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modified 
to  eliminate  the  requirement  recommended 
in  paragraph  10(a)  (2)  of  the  report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December  13,  1943, 
that  local  interests  bear  the  expense  of  re¬ 
pairs  and  provision  of  gates  on  existing 
drains. 

Great  Lakes  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  naviga¬ 
tion  on  the  Chagrin  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  35, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,200,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand- 
ville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  157,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,373,000. 

Little  Colorado  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Colorado  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  63,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,775,000. 

Gila  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian 
Bend  Wash,  Maricopa  County,  Arizona,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
303,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Arizona,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,- 
430,000,  except  that  the  development  of  rec¬ 
reation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoe¬ 
nix,  Arizona,  and  vicinity,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 


ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$58,310,000. 

Eel  River  Basin 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$13,732,000. 

Sacramento  River  Basin 
The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Yuba  River,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
180,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $8,979,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lakeport  Dam  and 
Reservoir  with  supplemental  channel  im¬ 
provements,  Sootts  Creek,  Cache  Creek  Basin, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  259,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,360,000. 

San  Francisco  Bay  area 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $14,950,000. 

Whitewater  River  Basin 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tah- 
quitz  Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  223,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  amount  of 
local  contribution  required  due  to  enhance¬ 
ment  of  land  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount 
of  contribution  determined  on  lands  under 
Indian  ownership  at  the  time  of  project  au¬ 
thorization  and  not  subject  to  taxation  due 
to  Federal  statutory  restrictions.  The 
amount  of  contribution  on  this  basis  is  pres¬ 
ently  estimated  at  $508,000.  The  estimated 
cost  is  $3,442,000. 

Santa  Ana  River  Basin 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lytle 
and  Warm  Creeks,  San  Bernardino  County, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantial¬ 
ly  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  53,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,750,000. 

San  Diego  River  Basin 
The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San 
Diego  River  (Mission  Valley),  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
212,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $14,600,000,  except  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  credit 
local  interests  against  their  required  con¬ 
tribution  to  such  project  for  any  work  done 
by  such  interests  on  such  project  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  if  he  approves 
such  work  as  being  in  accordance  with  the 
project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

Columbia  River  Basin 
The  projects  for  the  Lower  Grande  Ronde 
and  Catherine  Creek  dams  and  reservoirs, 
Grande  Ronde  River  and  tributaries,  Oregon, 
are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  280,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $20,440,000.  The  Chief  of  En- 
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gineers  shall  construct,  operate,  and  main¬ 
tain  such  projects. 

Tile  project  tor  flood  protection  on  Willow 
Creek,  Oregon,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in. 
House  Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,- 
680,000. 

The  project  for  acquisition  of  additional 
lands  for  waterfowl  management  at  John 
Day  lock  and  dam,  Oregon  and  Washington, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $706,000,  except  that  the  parcels  of 
land,  in  Oregon,  between  the  Columbia  River 
and  the  management  area  boundary  within 
sections  3,  4,  10,  and  11  of  township  4  north, 
range  25  east,  Willamette  meridian,  as  shown 
on  plate  1  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  28, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  estimated  at  611.02 
acres,  shall  not  be  part  of  the  management 
area,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  purchase  such  additional  lands  in 
sections  22,  27,  29,  and  30,  township  5  north, 
range  26  east,  Willamette  meridian,  outside 
the  present  indicated  management  area 
boundary  on  plate  1,  as  he  determines  neces¬ 
sary  to  replace  the  lands  so  excluded. 

Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project  for 
the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  authorized  in  section 
203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  local  protection  works  at  Chil- 
licothe,  Ohio,  at  such  time  as  the  reservoirs 
on  Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and  Deer  Creeks 
are  under  construction.  In  the  event  the 
Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs  are 
constructed  by  an  agency  other  than  the 
Federal  Government,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  not  construct  such  local  protec¬ 
tion  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  until  said 
agency  shall  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  (1)  it  will 
provide  flood  control  storage  in  those  reser¬ 
voirs  equivalent  to  that  proposed  for  the 
Federal  reservoir  projects,  as  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  set  forth  in  House  Document 
Numbered  587,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and 
(2)  that  such  reservoirs  shall  be  operated  for 
flood  control  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
prepare  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  efficient  utilization  of  the 
water  and  related  resources  of  the  region 
drained  by  streams  which  discharge,  within 
the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair 
River,  Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River  and 
Lake  Erie.  Such  plan  may  provide  for  im¬ 
portation  of  water  from  points  not  located 
within  the  region  as  defined  above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  long-range  needs  of  the 
region  for  protection  against  floods,  wise  use 
of  flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial 
and  municipal  purposes,  outdoor  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities,  the  enhancement  and  con¬ 
trol  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes; 
all  with  a  view  to  encouraging  and  support¬ 
ing  the  optimum  long-rang  economic  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  region  and  enhancing  the 
welfare  of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  That  the  project  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  on  the  Minnesota  River  at  Mankato 
and  North  Mankato,  Minnesota,  authorized 
in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1958  (Public  Law  85-500,  72  Stat.  297)  is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  to  credit  local  interests  against 
their  required  contribution  to  such  project 
for  any  work  done  by  such  interests  on  such 
project  after  April  1,  1965,  if  he  approves  such 
work  as  being  in  accordance  with  such  proj¬ 
ect  as  authorized. 


Sec.  208.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes, 
including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due 
to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the 
direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drain¬ 
age  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  terri¬ 
torial  possessions,  which  include  the  locali¬ 
ties  specifically  named  in  this  section.  After 
the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any 
survey  authorized  by  this  section  are  sub¬ 
mitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  ad¬ 
ditional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made 
unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of 
any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and  a 
report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if 
such  review  is  required  by  the  national 
defense  or  by  changed  physical  or  economic 
conditions. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  northward  in  New 
York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  below 
the  international  boundary  and  draining  di¬ 
rectly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above  the 
Virginia-North  Carolina  State  line  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing 
the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of 
North  Carolina  between  Cape  Lookout  and 
the  Virginia  line  except  those  portions  of  the 
Neuse,  Pamlico,  and  Roanoke  Rivers  above  the 
estuarine  reaches. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  directly  to  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  below  the  Virginia-North  Carolina 
State  line  and  draining  directly  into  the  Gulf 
of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchartrain  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing 
the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

The  Rio  Grande  and  its  tributaries  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  of  the 
great  basin  region  of  Oregon,  California, 
Nevada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above 
Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below 
Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  region  which  drain  directly  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coastlines  of  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources 
of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which 
drain  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  of 
streams,  washes,  lakes,  and  their  tributaries, 
which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  California  region  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources 
of  the  region. 

Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Terrebonne  Parish,  Louisiana  (water  sup¬ 
ply)- 

Boyer  River,  Iowa. 

Keokuk,  Iowa. 

Mississippi  River,  north  of  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

Black  Hawk  Creek,  Iowa. 

Mount  Vernon,  Indiana. 

Orange  Lake  Basin,  Florida. 

Mayfield  Creek,  Kentucky. 

Hatchie  River  and  Tributaries,  Tennessee 
and  Mississippi. 

Spoon  River,  Illinois. 

Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Oklahoma  and 
Kansas  (including  navigation). 

Verdigris  River,  Kansas. 

Verdigris  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas 
(including  navigation). 

Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  at  and 
above  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 


Sanderson,  Texas. 

Abbeville,  South  Carolina. 

All  streams  which  drain  directly  to  Pacific 
Ocean  from  San  Mateo  County,  California. 

Big  Mineral  Creek,  Texas,  particularly 
with  reference  to  construction  of  a  highway 
bridge. 

Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York,  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  including  Allens  Creek,  New  York. 

Coasts  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  determine  advisability  of  protec¬ 
tion  work  against  storm  and  tidal  waves. 

Sec.  209.  Notwithstanding  the  first  pro¬ 
viso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair, 
and  preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  May 
17,  1950  (64  Stat.  163),  the  authorization  in 
section  204  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local 
protection  on  the  Yakima  River  at  Ellens- 
burg,  Washington,  shall  expire  on  June  10, 
1970,  unless  local  interests  shall  before  such 
date  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
local  cooperation  in  such  project  will  be 
furnished. 

Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  hereby 
authorized  to  replace  the  roads  described 
and  set  forth  in  the  provisions  of  their  con¬ 
tract  numbered  DA-41-443-eng-939  with 
Hill  County,  Texas,  which  are  subject  to 
flooding;  such  roads  being  a  part  of  the 
Whitney  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Whit¬ 
ney,  Texas,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  December  22,  1944,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $130,000. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  convey  to  the 
Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and 
Adults,  Incorporated,  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section,  all  of  the  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
that  portion  of  the  tract  of  land  lying  above 
elevation  454  feet  mean  sea  level  now  occu¬ 
pied  by  such  Society  at  the  Old  Hickory 
lock  and  dam,  Cumberland  River,  Tennessee, 
under  a  lease  executed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  dated  February  10,  1958. 

(b)  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  made  upon  payment  to  the 
United  States  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
property  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  and  upon  such  terms,  conditions, 
reservations,  and  restrictions  as  he  shall 
deem  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of 
the  United  States.  In  determining  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property,  the  Secretary 
shall  exclude  the  value  of  any  improvements 
made  by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated. 

(c)  The  cost  of  any  surveys  necessary  as 
an  incident  of  the  conveyance  authorized  by 
this  section  shall  be  borne  by  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated. 

(d)  Title  to  the  property  authorized  to  be 
conveyed  by  this  section  shall  revert  to  the 
United  States,  which  shall  have  the  right 
of  immediate  entry  thereon,  if  the  Tennes¬ 
see  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated,  shall  ever  cease  to  use  such 
property  for  recreation  and  camping  pur¬ 
poses. 

Sec.  212.  The  authorized  Justice  Reservoir 
on  the  Guyandot  River,  West  Virginia,  here¬ 
after  shall  be  known  and  designated  as  the 
R.  D.  Bailey  Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation, 
map,  document,  record,  or  other  paper  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  authorized  Jus¬ 
tice  Reservoir  is  referred  to  shall  be  held 
to  refer  to  such  reservoir  as  the  R.  D.  Bailey 
Reservoir. 

Sec.  213.  In  recognition  of  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  accomplishments  of  the  water  resource 
project  proposed  to  be  constructed  on  Calis- 
pell  Creek,  Washington,  by  the  Pend  Oreille 
County  Public  Utility  District  Number  One, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
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ated  a  monetary  contribution  toward  the 
construction  cost  of  such  project  and  the 
amount  of  such  contribution  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  finding  by  him  approved  by  the 
President,  of  economic  justification  for  al¬ 
location  of  the  amount  of  flood- control,  such 
funds  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army.  Prior  to  making  the  mone¬ 
tary  contribution  or  any  part  thereof,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Pend  Oreille 
County  Public  Utility  District  Number  One, 
shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement  pro¬ 
viding  for  operation  of  the  proposed  project 
in  such  manner  as  will  produce  the  flood 
control  benefits  upon  which  the  monetary 
contribution  is  predicated,  and  such  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  project  for  flood  control  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  rules  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Flood  Control 
Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  890).  Unless  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project  is  undertaken  within 
three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  section,  the  authority  for  the  monetary 
contribution  contained  herein  shall  expire. 

Sec.  214.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of  New 
York,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  ap¬ 
propriate  agencies  and  instrumentalities 
thereof,  and  with  other  departments,  agen¬ 
cies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  preparation  of  comprehensive 
plans  for  the  development,  utilization,  and 
conservation  of  the  water  and  related  re¬ 
sources  of  drainage  basins  within  the  State 
of  New  York,  and  to  submit  to  Congress  re¬ 
ports  and  recommendations  with  respect  to 
appropriate  participation  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  in  carrying  out  such 
plans. 

Sec.  215.  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify 
certain  leases  entered  into  for  the  provision 
of  recreation  facilities  at  reservoir  areas”, 
approved  September  14,  1961  (75  Stat.  509), 
is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  “before 
November  1, 1956,”. 

Sec.  216.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  to 
be  made,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  an  investigation  and  study 
of  San  Francisco  Bay,  California,  including 
San  Pablo  Bay,  Suisun  Bay,  and  other  adja¬ 
cent  bays  and  tributaries  thereto,  with  a 
view  toward  determining  the  feasibility  of, 
and  extent  of  Federal  interest  in,  measures 
for  waste  disposal  and  water  quality  con¬ 
trol  and  allied  purposes. 

Sec.  217.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
pay  to  any  bona  fide  lessee  or  permittee  own¬ 
ing  improvements,  which  are  or  which  were 
totally  situated  or  partially  situated  on  a 
railroad  right-of-way,  the  fair  value  of  such 
improvements,  which  have  been  or  will  be 
rendered  inoperative  or  be  otherwise  ad¬ 
versely  affected  by  the  construction  of  the 
Milford  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  on  the 
Republican  River,  Kansas,  as  determined  by 
the  Secretary,  or  by  the  United  States  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  of  Kansas  on 
which  is  conferred  jurisdiction  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  In  no  case  shall  the  owner  of  such 
improvements  receive  dual  compensation 
for  any  part  of  said  improvements  as  a  result 
of  this  section  or  otherwise.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  provide  the 
funds  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  section  from  any  moneys  appropri¬ 
ated  for  the  construction  of  the  Milford  Dam 
and  Reservoir  project. 

Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
reimburse  any  common  oarrier  by  railroad 
for  the  cost  of  protective  works  constructed 
by  such  carrier  during  the  years  1965  and 
1966  along  the  banks  of  the  Eel  River,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  to  deter  recurrence  of  damage  to  such 
banks  by  floods  or  high  waters,  but  such  re¬ 
imbursement  shall  not  exceed  $3,000,000. 

Sec.  219.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  is 


authorized  to  accept  orders  from  other  Fed¬ 
eral  departments  and  agencies  for  work  or 
services  and  to  perform  all  or  any  part  of 
such  work  or  services  by  contract. 

Sec.  220.  Section  206(b)  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1960  (  33  U.S.C.  709a)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$1,000,000”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$2,500,000”. 

Sec.  221.  The  Joanna  Dam  proposed  for 
construction  at  or  near  mile  63  of  the  Salt 
River  near  Joanna,  Missouri,  and  the  Joanna 
Reservoir  to  be  created  by  such  dam,  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  constructed  by  section  203 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat. 
1180),  shall  be  known  and  designated  here¬ 
after  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document, 
or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such 
dam  and  reservoir  are  referred  to  as  the  Jo¬ 
anna  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be  held  to 
refer  to  such  dam'  and  reservoir  as  the  Clar¬ 
ence  Cannon  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

Sec.  222.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “Flood  Control  Act  of  1965”. 

TITLE  m - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  301.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  water¬ 
ways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision-  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the 
respective  reports  hereinafter  designated. 
The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to 
plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  im¬ 
provement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and 
for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  there¬ 
to,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Navigation 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston 
Harbor,  Massachusetts :  House  Document 
Numbered  247,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $12,500,000; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Is¬ 
land;  Senate  Document  Numbered  93, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $13,900,000; 

Rondout  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  288,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,000; 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels-En- 
trance  to  Kill  Van  Kull  from  Upper  New 
York  Bay:  House  Document  Numbered  108, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,581,000; 

New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage 
Areas):  Senate  Document  Numbered  17, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $44,852,000; 

Shrewsbury  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  274,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,090,000; 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Mary¬ 
land:  House  Document  Numbered  225,  Eigh¬ 
ty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$323,000; 

Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers — Removal 
of  Drift  in  the  Washington  Metropolitan 
Area:  House  Document  Numbered  286, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk 
Harbor,  Hampton  Roads,  Virginia:  House 
Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,095,000; 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Har¬ 
bor,  and  Thimble  Shoal  Channel,  Virginia: 
House  Document  Numbered  187,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$25,600,000; 

Hampton  Creek,  Virginia:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  201,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
modification  of  items  of  local  cooperation; 

Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House 


Document  Numbered  252,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,510,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia;  House  Docu¬ 
ments  Numbered  226  and  263,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,569,- 
000.  The  plan  recommended  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
263,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  shall  include 
facilities  to  mitigate  damages  to  presently 
improved  areas  southeast  of  the  Savannahs 
Wildlife  Refuge  at  an  estimated  additional 
cost  of  $40,000.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
include  additional  facilities  to  mitigate 
damages  to  additional  lands  southeast  of 
the  Savannah  Wildlife  Refuge  if  he  deter¬ 
mines  them  to  be  necessary  and  justified, 
at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $60,000. 
All  such  facilities  to  mitigate  damages  shall 
be  maintained  by  local  interests. 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  214,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,484,000; 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  74,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,104,000; 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Flor¬ 
ida:  House  Document  Numbered  91,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,093,000; 

East  Pass  Channel  From  the  Gulf  of  Mex¬ 
ico  into  Choctawhatchee  Bay,  Florida: 
House  Document  Numbered  194,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,151,000; 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  94,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $625,000; 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  327,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $262,000; 

Mermentau  River,  Louisiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  239,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,690,000; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  151,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,000.  In  order  to 
compensate  for  existing  low  water  levels  in 
Lake  Huron,  an  additional  increment  of  one 
foot  in  channel  depth ‘is  hereby  authorized; 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan :  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  16,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $237,000; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  301,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $570,000,  except  that 
the  modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
contained  in  letter  of  April  5,  1965,  from  the 
Department  of  the  Army  to  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  recreational  fish¬ 
ing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  240,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $437,000; 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan :  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  248,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $664,000; 

Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document 
Numbered  269,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,840,000; 

Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  352,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $235,000; 

The  project  for  Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio,  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-645;  74  Stat. 
480)  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  to  construct  a  steel  bulkhead  at 
cut  numbered  1.  Local  interests  shall  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  cost  of  the  project  an  amount 
equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of 
the  original  authorization  of  this  project 
that  would  have  been  required  for  cut  num¬ 
bered  1,  but  for  this  modification. 

West  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document 
Numbered  245,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $544,000; 
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Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  227,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  160,  Elghty-either  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,000,000.  In 
view  of  the  willingness  of  the  State  of  Indi¬ 
ana  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a 
deep-draft  public  harbor  in  that  vicinity, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
a  monetary  contribution  toward  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  such  a  harbor  according  to 
a  design  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  the  State  of  Indiana,  subject 
to  the  following  conditions :  ( 1 )  The  amount 
of  such  contribution  shall  be  determined  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation 
with  the  State  of  Indiana,  and  approved  by 
the  President;  (2)  such  amount  shall  not 
exceed  the  cost  to  the  United  States  of  con¬ 
structing  an  equivalent  Federal  harbor  at 
the  same  site;  (3)  prior  to  the  time  that  the 
monetary  contribution,  or  any  part  thereof, 
is  made  available  to  the  State  of  Indiana  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  State  of 
Indiana  shall  have  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  providing  for  the  operation  of  the  har¬ 
bor  essentially  as  it  would  be  operated  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  had  it  been  con¬ 
structed  as  a  Federal  harbor;  (4)  no  fees  or 
tolls  shall  be  charged  for  entrance  to  the 
outer  harbor;  (5)  any  other  fees  or  charges 
collected  by  the  State  of  Indiana  shall  not  be 
used  to  cover  any  part  of  the  contribution 
made  by  the  Federal  Government  under  this 
Act;  (6)  any  funds  appropriated  under  this 
authorization  shall  be  administered  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  made  available  to 
the  State  of  Indiana  over  the  period  of  con¬ 
struction  in  proportion  to  the  proposed  an¬ 
nual  expenditures  of  the  State  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  outer  harbor;  and  (7)  at  least 
sixty  days  prior  to  the  date  on  which  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  makes  available  to  the 
State  of  Indiana  the  initial  installment  of 
the  monetary  contribution  authorized  by 
this  Act,  he  shall  submit  to  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  a  letter  report  setting 
forth  the  basis  for  his  determination  under 
clause  (1)  above.  Unless  construction  of  the 
harbor  is  initiated  within  five  years  from  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  au¬ 
thority  for  the  monetary  contribution  con¬ 
tained  in  this  paragraph  shall  expire. 
Neither  this  paragraph  nor  the  construction 
authorized  by  this  paragraph  shall  adversely 
affect  or  otherwise  prejudice  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  Indiana  dunes 
as  a  national  lakeshore. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  217,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
etimated  cost  of  $1,254,000; 

Houston  Ship  Channel  (Greens  Bayou), 
Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  257, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $470,000; 

Trinity  River  and  tributaries,  Texas :  House 
Document  Numbered  276,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  including  navigation,  except  that  the 
recommendations  of  the  Board  of  Engineers 
for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated  March  14,  1963, 
shall  apply,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized 
$83,000,000  for  initiation  and  partial  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  project. 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California: 
House  Document  Numbered  208,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $46,853,000. 
The  works  for  wavewash  protection  within 
the  limits  of  the  modified  San  Joaquin  River 
navigation  project  shall  be  repaired  or  re¬ 
stored  by  the  United  States  as  determined  to 
be  necessary  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
over  the  life  of  the  project. 

Crescent  City  Harbor,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered  264,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,980,000; 

Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  106,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $853,000; 


Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor, 
California:  House  Document  Numbered  148, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,360,000; 

Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  76,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
maintenance.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for 
any  work  done  by  such  interests  on  such 
project  after  August  1,  1965,  if  he  approves 
such  work  as  being  in  accordance  with  the 
project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  62,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $696,000; 

Chetco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  21,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,308,000; 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,000,000; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House 
Document  Numbered  147,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors 
for  light-draft  vessels,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  353,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000; 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  68,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Har¬ 
bor,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $9,928,000; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  75,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,291,000; 

Beach  erosion 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House 
Document  Numbered  228,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  186,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  325,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina: 
House  Document  Numbered  323,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$319,000; 

Duval  County,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  273,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,266,000; 

Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  159,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $392,000; 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  107,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $572,000; 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document 
Numbered  104,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,490,000. 

Sec.  302.  Section  104  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300),  as 
amended  by  section  104  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173,  1180),  is 
hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
a  comprehensive  program  to  provide  for  con¬ 
trol  and  progressive  eradication  of  water- 
hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eurasion  watermil- 
foil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant 
growths,  from  the  navigable  waters,  tribu¬ 
tary  streams,  connecting  channels,  and  other 
allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wildlife 
conservation,  public  health,  and  related  pur¬ 
poses,  including  continued  research  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  most  effective  and  eco¬ 
nomic  control  measures,  to  be  administered 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  co¬ 
operation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agen¬ 
cies.  Local  interests  shall  agree  to  hold  and 


save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  that 
may  occur  from  control  operations  and  to 
participate  to  the  extent  of  30  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  such  operations.  Costs  for  re¬ 
search  and  planning  undertaken  pursuant 
to  the  authorities  of  this  section  shall  be 
borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  such  amounts,  not  in  excess  of  $5,000,000 
annually,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any  such 
funds  employed  for  control  operations  shall 
be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a 
priority  basis,  based  upon  the  urgency  and 
need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability  of  lo¬ 
cal  funds.” 

Sec.  303.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  here¬ 
by  granted  for  the  purposes  of  section  9  of 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401),  to 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  construct  a 
dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River,  downstream 
from  the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sun- 
bury,  Pennsylvania. 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause 
surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  loca¬ 
tions  and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions 
of  section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1950: 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries, 
New  Hampshire,  and  adjoining  tributaries 
of  the  Piscataqua  River,  New  Hampshire  and 
Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  providing  improvements  in  the 
interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 

Popponesset  Bay,  Massachusetts. 

Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to 
nature  and  extent  of  measures  necessary  to 
preserve  and  enhance  the  scenic  beauty  of 
the  American  Falls. 

Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway: 
Investigation  and  study  of  means  of  extend¬ 
ing  the  navigation  season  on  the  waterways 
at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $75,000. 
Report  to  include  a  full  and  complete  in¬ 
vestigation  and  study  of  waterway  deicing 
systems,  including  a  review  of  any  previous 
pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  any  available  information  from  any 
of  the  other  departments  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  waterway  deicing  methods  in  use 
by  private  concerns  and  foreign  governments, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  prac¬ 
ticability,  means,  and  economic  justification 
for  extending  the  navigation  season  on  the 
Great  Lakes  (including  connecting  chan¬ 
nels  and  harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway  by  eliminating  ice  conditions  to  the 
extent  possible.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
submit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be 
deemed  advisable,  and  shall  submit  his  final 
reports,  together  with  his  recommendations 
for  such  legislation  and  administrative  ac¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  advisable,  not  later 
than  two  years  after  funds  are  made  avail¬ 
able  for  the  study. 

Lake  Dauterive  and  Chareton  Floodgate, 
Louisiana. 

Dickinson  Bayou,  Texas. 

Manchester  Harbor,  Washington. 

Gulfport  Harbor,  Mississippi. 

Calumet  River,  Illinois. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  from  about 
mile  29  West  of  Harvey  Lock  to  U.S.  Highway 
No.  90  in  vicinity  of  Boutte,  Louisiana. 

Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  Caloosa- 
hatchee  River  to  the  Withlacoochee  River, 
Florida,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  modifying  the  project,  with 
particular  reference  to  provision  for  a  side 
channel  or  connecting  channel  improvement 
through  Cross  Bayou  to  Old  Tampa  Bay,  in 
the  vicinity  of  Howard  Frankland  Bridge, 
for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  related 
purposes. 

San  Francisco  County,  California  (beach 
erosion) . 

Lake  Michigan  Shoreline,  Milwaukee  Coun¬ 
ty,  Michigan  (beach  erosion) . 
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Indian  River  County,  Florida  (beach  ero¬ 
sion)  . 

Marquette  County,  Michigan. 

Sec.  305.  The  first  proviso  in  the  para¬ 
graph  which  begins  “James  River,  Virginia:" 
in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1962  (Public  Law  87-874)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “after  a  period  of  five  years  from 
the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the 
Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  proj¬ 
ect  within  that  time”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “October  23,  1971,  unless  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project 
by  that  date”. 

Sec.  306.  Section  107  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1948  (  62  Stat.  1174)  is 

amended  by  striking  out  “$5,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “$22,000”. 

Sec.  307.  That  portion  of  the  East  River, 
in  New  York  County,  State  of  New  York,  ly¬ 
ing  between  the  south  line  of  East  Seven¬ 
teenth  Street,  extended  eastwardly,  the 
United  States  pierhead  line  as  it  existed  on 
July  1,  1965,  and  the  south  line  of  East  Thir¬ 
tieth  Street,  extended  eastwardly,  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  water  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

Sec.  308.  The  old  channel  of  the  River 
Raisin  in  Monroe  County,  Michigan,  lying 
between  the  Monroe  Harbor  range  front  light 
and  Raisin  Point,  its  entrance  into  Lake  Erie, 
is  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  stream  of 
the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  consent  of  Congress  is  here¬ 
by  given  for  the  filling  in  of  the  old  chan¬ 
nel  by  the  riparian  owners  on  such  chan¬ 
nel. 

Sec.  309.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  303)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  111.  Whenever,  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction  of  any  navigation, 
flood  control,  or  related  water  development 
project  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter¬ 
mines  that  any  structure  or  facility  owned 
by  an  agency  of  government  and  utilized 
in  the  performance  of  a  governmental  func¬ 
tion  should  be  protected,  altered,  recon¬ 
structed,  relocated,  or  replaced  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  navigation  or  flood  control, 
or  both;  or  to  preserve  the  safety  or  integ¬ 
rity  of  such  facility  when  its  safety  or  use¬ 
fulness  is  determined  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  to  be  adversely  affected  or  threatened 
by  the  project,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may, 
if  he  deems  such  action  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  enter  into  a  contract  providing  for 
(1)  the  payment  from  appropriations  made 
for  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  such 
project,  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  replacing, 
relocating,  or  reconstructing  such  facility  to 
such  standard  as  he  deems  reasonable  but 
not  to  exceed  the  minimum  standard  of  the 
State  or  political  subdivision  for  the  same 
type  of  facility  involved,  except  that  if  the 
existing  facility  exceeds  the  minimum  stand¬ 
ard  of  the  State  or  political  subdivision,  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  may  provide  a  facility  of 
comparable  standard,  or  (2)  the  payment 
of  a  lump  sum  representing  the  estimated 
reasonable  cost  thereof.  This  section  shall 
not  be  construed  as  modifying  any  existing 
or  future  requirement  of  local  cooperation, 
or  as  indicating  a  policy  that  local  interests 
shall  not  hereafter  be  required  to  assume 
costs  of  modifying  such  facilities.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  may  be  applied  to  proj¬ 
ects  hereafter  authorized  and  to  those  here¬ 
tofore  authorized  but  not  completed  as  of 
July  3,  1958,  and  notwithstanding  the  navi¬ 
gation  servitude  vested  in  the  United  States, 
they  may  be  applied  to  such  structures  or  fa¬ 
cilities  occupying  the  beds  of  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  310.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  sec¬ 
tion  107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1960  (33  U.S.C.  577)  is  amended  by  striking 


out  “$2,000,000"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$10,000,000”. 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  107 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “$200,000”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$500,000”. 

(b)  Section  3  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 

authorizing  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly  owned 
property”,  approved  August  13,  1946,  as 

amended  (33  U.S.C.  426g) ,  is  amended  (1)  by 
striking  out  “$3,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$10,000,000”,  and  (2)  by  striking  out 
“$400,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$500,000”. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  project  under  contract 
for  construction  on  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  311.  The  project  for  Calumet  Harbor 
and  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana,  as  authorized 
by  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173),  is  modified  in  order 
to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
to  provide  at  Federal  cost  (1)  such  protec¬ 
tion  for  the  Elgin,  Joliet,  and  Eastern  Rail¬ 
way  bridge  over  the  Calumet  River,  Chicago, 
Illinois,  as  is  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of 
the  full  width  of  the  south  draw  to  the  depth 
of  twenty-seven  feet,  (2)  such  temporary  pro¬ 
tection  for  the  center  pier  and  the  south 
abutment  of  the  New  York,  Chicago,  and 
Saint  Louis  Railroad  bridge  (Nickel  Plate)  as 
is  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the  full 
width  of  the  south  bridge  draw  to  the  depth 
of  twenty-seven  feet  prior  to  its  replace¬ 
ment,  and  (3)  such  modification  of  the 
channel  limits  as  is  necessary  to  insure  full 
use  of  each  such  draw. 

Sec.  312.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  a  complete 
investigation  and  study  of  water  utilization 
and  control  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin, 
including  the  waters  of  the  Baltimore  Harbor 
and  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  follow¬ 
ing:  navigation,  fisheries,  flood  control,  con¬ 
trol  of  noxious  weeds,  water  pollution,  water 
quality  control,  beach  erosion,  and  recrea¬ 
tion.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  Secretary,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  construct,  op¬ 
erate,  and  maintain  in  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  a  hydraulic  model  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  Basin  and  associated  technical  center. 
Such  model  and  center  may  be  utilized,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the 
Secretary  deems  necessary,  by  any  depart¬ 
ment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  or  of  the  States  of  Mary¬ 
land,  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  research,  investigation,  or 
study  being  carried  on  by  them  of  any  aspect 
of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin.  The  study  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  section  shall  be  given 
priority. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $8,500,000  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

Sec.  313.  (a)  The  Act  approved  December 
21,  1944  (58  Stat.  846) ,  authorizing  the  City- 
of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission  to  acquire, 
construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or 
bridges,  including  approaches  thereto,  across 
the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the  cities  of 
Clinton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton,  Illinois,  is  hereby 
revived  and  reenacted.  This  section  (in¬ 
cluding  the  amendments  made  by  this  sec¬ 
tion)  shall  be  null  and  void  insofar  as  it  au¬ 
thorizes  the  construction  of  a  bridge  co- 
bridges  unless  actual  construction  thereof  be 
commenced  within  three  years  and  completed 
within  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  section. 

(b)  Section  5  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  5.  (a)  The  commission  and  its  suc¬ 
cessors  and  assigns  are  hereby  authorized  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  the  cost  of  such 
bridge,  or  bridges  as  may  be  acquired,  recon¬ 
structed,  or  constructed,  as  herein  provided, 
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and  approaches  (including  the  approach 
highways,  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
commission,  it  is  necessary  or  advisable  to 
construct  or  cause  to  be  constructed  to  pro¬ 
vide  suitable  and  adequate  connections  with 
existing  improved  highways)  and  the  neces¬ 
sary  land  easements  and  appurtenances 
thereto,  by  an  issue  or  issues  of  negotiable 
bonds  of  the  commission,  bearing  interest, 
payable  semiannually,  at  the  rate  of  not 
more  than  6  per  centum  per  annum,  the 
principal  and  interest  of  which  bonds  shall 
be  payable  solely  from  the  funds  provided 
in  accordance  with  this  Act,  and  such  pay¬ 
ments  may  be  further  secured  by  mortgage 
of  the  bridge  or  bridges.  All  such  bonds 
may  be  registrable  as  to  principal  alone  or 
both  principal  and  interest,  shall  be  payable 
as  to  principal  within  not  to  exceed  twenty- 
five  years  from  the  date  thereof,  shall  be  in 
such  denominations,  shall  be  executed  in 
such  manner,  and  shall  be  payable  in  such 
medium  and  at  such  place  or  places  as  the 
commission  may  determine,  and  the  face 
amount  thereof  shall  be  so  calculated  as  to 
produce,  at  the  price  of  their  sale,  the  cost 
of  the  bridge  or  bridges,  acquired  or  con¬ 
structed,  and  approaches  and  the  land  ease¬ 
ments,  and  appurtenances  used  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith,  when  added  to  any  other 
funds  made  available  to  the  commission  for 
the  use  of  said  purposes.  The  commission 
may  reserve  the  right  to  redeem  any  or  all  of 
said  bonds  before  maturity  in  such  manner 
and  at  such  price  or  prices  not  exceeding  105 
and  accrued  interest  as  may  be  fixed  by  the 
commission  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the 
bonds.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  any 
prior  contracts  or  obligations  the  commis¬ 
sion  may  disburse  any  available  bridge  rev¬ 
enues  or  other  funds  or  borrow  money  and 
issue  its  negotiable  interest-bearing  notes 
in  evidence  thereof  to  defray  the  cost  of 
designing,  engineering,  and  planning  a  new 
bridge  or  bridges  under  this  Act  and  acquire 
lands  for  the  location  and  approaches 
thereto,  provided  that  all  notes  evidencing 
the  funds  so  borrowed,  if  not  previously  paid 
from  such  bridge  revenues,  shall  be  repaid 
from  the  proceeds  of  the  bonds  of  the  com¬ 
mission  when  issued  for  account  of  such  new 
bridge  or  bridges.  In  the  event  the  com¬ 
mission  issues  notes  as  hereinbefore  in  this 
section  provided  and  said  notes  have  not 
been  otherwise  paid  and  a  new  bridge  or 
bridges  are  not  built,  said  notes  shall  be 
paid  from  revenues  derived  from  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  any  other  bridge  or  bridges  owned  by 
the  commission,  subject  to  the  obligation  of 
payment  of  all  outstanding  indebtedness  for 
which  said  revenues  have  been  theretofore 
pledged.  The  commission  when  it  deems  it 
advisable  may  issue  refunding  bonds  to  re¬ 
finance  any  outstanding  bonds,  and  to  pay 
any  other  indebtedness  of  the  commission, 
at  maturity  or  before  maturity  when  called 
for  redemption,  and  may  include,  as  a  part  of 
an  issue  of  bonds  to  provide  for  the  cost 
of  a  bridge  to  be  constructed  under  this  Act, 
sufficient  additional  bonds  bearing  interest 
at  a  rate  or  rates  not  exceeding  6  per  centum 
per  annum  to  refinance  any  outstanding 
bonds  and  notes  at  maturity  or  before  ma¬ 
turity  when  called  for  redemption.  The 
commission  may  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  any  bank  or  trust  company  in  the 
United  States  as  trustee  having  the  power  to 
make  such  agreement,  setting  forth  the 
duties  of  the  commission  in  respect  to  the 
acquisition,  construction,  maintenance,  op¬ 
eration,  repair,  and  insurance  of  the  bridge 
or  bridges,  the  conservation  and  application 
of  all  funds,  the  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  bonds,  the  safeguarding  of  money  on 
hand  or  on  deposit,  and  the  rights  and 
remedies  of  said  trustee  and  the  holders  of 
the  bonds,  restricting  the  individual  right 
of  action  of  the  bondholders  as  is  customary 
in  trust  agreements  respecting  bonds  of  cor¬ 
porations.  Such  trust  agreement  may  con¬ 
tain  such  provisions  for  protecting  and  en- 
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forcing  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  trustee 
and  the  bondholders  as  may  be  reasonable 
and  proper  and  not  Inconsistent  with  the 
law. 

"(b)  Such  bonds  may  be  sold  at  not  less 
than  par  after  public  advertisement  for  bids 
to  be  opened  publicly  at  the  time  and  place 
stated  In  such  advertisement  and  at  the  price 
bid  which  will  yield  the  greatest  return  to 
the  commission  for  the  bonds  to  be  sold. 
Such  advertisement  for  bids  shall  be  pub¬ 
lished  at  least  once  each  week  for  at  least  two 
consecutive  weeks  In  a  newspaper  or  finan¬ 
cial  journal  having  recognized  circulation 
among  bidders  for  bonds  of  the  type  and 
character  offered.  The  price  to  be  paid  for 
the  bridge  or  bridges  acquired  hereunder 
shall  not  exceed  the  reasonable  value  thereof 
as  determined  by  the  commission  at  the  time 
of  acquisition.  The  cost  of  the  bridge  to  be 
constructed  as  provided  herein,  together  with 
the  approaches  and  approach  highways,  shall 
be  deemed  to  include  interest  during  con¬ 
struction  of  the  bridge  and  for  twelve  months 
thereafter,  and  all  engineering,  legal,  fi¬ 
nancing.  architectural,  traffic  surveying,  con¬ 
demnation,  and  other  expenses  Incident  to 
the  bridge  and  the  acquisition  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  property,  including  the  cost  of  acquiring 
existing  franchises  and  riparian  rights  re¬ 
lating  to  the  bridge,  as  well  as  the  cost  of 
abandonment  or  dismantlement  of  any  exist¬ 
ing  bridge  to  be  replaced  thereby.  If  the 
proceeds  of  the  bonds  shall  exceed  the  cost 
as  finally  determined,  the  excess  shall  be 
placed  In  the  fund  hereafter  provided  to 
pay  the  principal  and  Interest  of  such  bonds. 
Prior  to  the  preparation  of  definitive  bonds 
the  commisison  may,  under  like  restrictions. 
Issue  temporary  bonds  or  may,  under  like 
restrictions,  issue  temporary  bonds  or 
Interim  certificates  without  coupons,  of 
any  denomination  whatsoever,  exchange¬ 
able  for  definitive  bonds  when  such 
bonds  that  have  been  executed  are  avail¬ 
able  for  delivery.” 

(c)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  8  of  such 
Act  of  December  21,  1944,  as  amended.  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  “the  bonds  and  In¬ 
terest,”  and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof:  "the 
bonds,  the  notes  issued  under  section  5  of 
this  Act,  and  the  interest,”. 

(d)  The  right  to  alter,  amend,  or  repeal 
this  section  Is  hereby  expressly  reserved. 

Sec.  314.  The  Act  entitled  "An  Act  creating 
the  Muscatine  Bridge  Commission  and  au¬ 
thorizing  said  Commission  and  Its  successors 
to  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation  and 
to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge 
or  bridges  across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or 
near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  the 
town  of  Drury,  Illinois”,  approved  July  26, 
1956  (70  Stat.  669) ,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of 
April  27,  1962  (76  Stat.  59) ,  Is  amended  by  In¬ 
serting  immediately  after  section  14  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

“Sec.  15.  The  Commission  and  Its  succes¬ 
sors  and  assigns  are  authorized  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  a  bridge  and  ap¬ 
proaches  thereto  across  the  Mississippi  River 
at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and 
the  town  of  Drury,  Illinois,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act;  except  that  the  au¬ 
thority  granted  by  this  section  shall  cease 
and  be  null  and  void  unless  the  actual  con¬ 
struction  of  such  bridge  Is  commenced 
within  three  years  and  completed  within  five 
years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section.” 

Sec.  315.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
transmit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  not  later  than  June  30,  1968,  a  sug¬ 
gested  draft  of  legislation  revising  and  codi¬ 
fying  the  general  and  permanent  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  civil  works  projects  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  navigation,  beach  erosion  con¬ 
trol,  flood  control,  and  related  water  re¬ 
sources  development.  The  Secretary  shall 
also  submit  a  report  explaining  the  proposed 
legislation,  and  making  specific  reference  to 


each  change  In  or  amission  of  any  provision 
of  existing  law. 

Sec.  316.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall 
make  a  study  of  the  need  for,  and  the  feas¬ 
ibility  of,  the  Federal  Government  reim¬ 
bursing  States,  political  subdivisions  thereof, 
and  other  public  entities,  for  expenditures 
Incurred  by  them  in  connection  with  au¬ 
thorized  projects  for  Improvement  of  rivers 
and  harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navi¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  hurricane  protection, 
beach  erosion  control,  and  other  water  re¬ 
sources  development  purposes,  to  the  extent 
that  such  expenditures  are  Incurred  after 
the  initiation  of  the  survey  studies  which 
form  the  basis  for  such  authorized  projects. 
The  Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress,  not 
later  than  January  31,  1967,  the  results  of 
such  study  together  with  his  recommenda¬ 
tions  in  connection  therewith. 

Sec.  317.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  “River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965”. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr  .  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House  and  request  a 
conference  with  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  McGovern  in  the 
chair)  appointed  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr. 
Randolph,  Mr.  Muskie,  Mr.  Gruening, 
Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Fong 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
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The  Senate  'retimed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  billXfH.R.  10871)  making 
appropriations/  for-,  foreign  assistance 
and  related  agenciek  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  196^,  and  for  other 
purposes  y 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

\e  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  Wge  4, 
line  25,  it  is  proposed  to  strikh  out 
”$1,170,000,000”  and  insert  in  \ieu 
thereof  ”$878,000,000”. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  on  ml 
amendment  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  would  reduce  the  amount  to 
be  appropriated  for  military  assistance 
by  25  percent.  It  would  reduce  the 
appropriation  from  $1,170  million  to 
$878  million.  The  amendment  would 
leave  to  the  discretion  of  the  President 
the  way  in  which  he  would  apply  the 
reduced  amount. 

I  would  be  willing  to  apply  to  economic 
assistance  the  amount  saved  by  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  military  assistance.  That  would 
mean  that  approximately  $292  million 
additional  would  be  available  for  eco¬ 
nomic  assistance.  I  say  to  the  admin¬ 
istrators  that  $292  million  for  economic 
assistance  would  be  worth  billions  in 
good  will  and  understanding. 

I  hope  that  there  will  be  a  reduction 
in  the  wasteful,  inefficient  military  aid 
program.  Again,  I  merely  cite  and 
stand  on  the  authority  of  the  reports 
of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
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States  which,  over  the  years,  have  been 
filed  with  the  Senate,  but  which  i/fear 
too  few  Senators  have  read,  although  I 
bring  them  to  the  floor  of  thq/ Senate 
each  year. 

I  have  presented  other  Comptroller 
General  reports  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  each  year  and  called  mem  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate.  As  I  said  in  my 
speech  last  night,  the/reports  this  year 
measured  over  24  inches  high.  Each  re¬ 
port  is  the  dimension  of  Time  magazine 
so  far  as  the  size/of  the  report  is  con¬ 
cerned.  The  reports  contain  devastating 
findings  in  reg/rd  to  the  inefficiency  and 
waste  and  me  cause  of  corruption  in 
both  our  military  and  economic  aid  all 
around  the  world. 

Most  /reports  on  military  aid  are 
markec/“confidential”  and  “secret.”  We 
cannot  make  them  available  to  the  Amer- 
icair  people,  who  are  entitled  to  know 
wjiat  is  contained  in  the  reports.  How- 
rer,  under  the  rules  I  have  been  able  in 
''the  last  2  years  to  read  the  titles  of  the 
reports.  The  titles  will  be  found  in  the 
speeches  that  I  made  against  foreign  aid 
this  year.  All  one  has  to  do  is  to  read  the 
titles.  Let  me  say  that  the  contents  of 
the  reports  bear  out  the  titles.  The  titles 
indicate  very  clearly  the  great  abuse  that 
exists  in  connection  with  foreign  aid. 

The  Comptroller  General  in  testimony 
this  year  spoke  of  the  serious  criticism 
of  the  Comptroller  General’s  findings  in 
regard  to  the  Defense  Establishment  in 
respect  to  the  military  foreign  aid.  All 
I  ask  is  that  we  start  to  eliminate  this 
great  waste. 

My  proposal  to  reduce  the  military  aid 
by  25  percent  would  not  at  all,  in  my 
judgment,  weaken  either  the  security  of 
the  United  States  or  the  security  of  any 
ally,  real  or  potential. 

Next  year,  when  the  foreign  aid  bill  is 
before  us,  I  hope  that  I  shall  be  able  in 
good  conscience  to  recommend  an  in¬ 
crease  in  economic  aid,  not  only  by  the 
dollar  amounts  that  I  am  seeking  to  elim¬ 
inate  from  military  aid  now,  but  also,  if 
Congress  would  go  along  with  an  econmic 
aid  program — based  not  on  a  giveaway 
program,  based  not  on  a  soft  currency 
program  to  any  degree,  based  not  on  a 
program  that  involves  too  high  a  per¬ 
centage  of  grants — based  upon  an  eco- 
lomic  program  related  to  hard  loans 
.ling  with  economic  projects  that 
would  help  raise  the  economic  standard 
of  living  of  the  people,  and  help  the  bene- 
ficiarms  of  those  projects.  I  would  be 
willing  co  vote  $2  in  that  kind  of  economic 
aid  for  eyery  dollar  of  savings  that  we 
make  for  tl\e  American  taxpayer  in  mili¬ 
tary  aid. 

In  my  judgment  our  military  aid  is 
not  helping  to\protect  freedom.  It  is 
helping  to  spread  communism  in  the 
world.  If  the  $29S  million  is  spent  for 
military  assistance, \in  my  judgment  it 
will  buy  the  AmericanNPeople  the  equiva¬ 
lent  of  billions  of  ill  wih.  It  is  time  now 
for  us  to  start  the  process  of  trimming 
military  assistance  at  event  opportunity. 

If  we  were  ever  to  begin  to  reduce 
these  military  appropriations  and  shift 
them  to  economic  development  purposes, 
I  would  still  insist  that  new  economic 
aid  be  handled  on  a  better  basis  than  is 
now  the  case.  However,  in  case  someone 
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may,  not  fully  understand,  my  amend- 
ment\my  amendment  bears  no  relation¬ 
ship  Whatever  to  any  expenditures  in 
South  Vietnam.  My  amendment  would 
leave  it  tp  the  President  to  distribute 
the  savingsin military  aid. 

I  well  know,,  Mr.  President,  that  if  we 
continue  thiav  unconscionable  war  in 
South  Vietnam, \we  shall  have  to  appro¬ 
priate  hundreds  erf  millions,  and  prob¬ 
ably  billions  of  dollars,  in  the  next  few 
years  to  give  adequate  protection  by 
way  of  equipment  and  supplies  to  Ameri¬ 
can  boys  who  have  beeh. sent  over  there 
to  fight,  and  many  of  then}  to  die,  in  this 
undeclared  war. 

A  few  weeks  ago  in  the  debate  on  the 
defense  appropriation  budget, 'pome  Sen¬ 
ators  were  raising  the  questionV‘1  won¬ 
der  what  the  senior  Senator  from'Oregon 
is  going  to  do  now.  It  will  be  interesting, 
will  it  not,  to  see  whether  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  will  vote  for  this 
military  appropriation  bill.”  I  answere'd 
those  Senators  who  thought  they  were\ 
raising  an  embarrassing  argument.  I 
said  that  I  would  continue  to  do  every¬ 
thing  I  could  to  try  to  get  my  country 
to  change  its  ill-advised  course  of  illegal 
warmaking  in  southeast  Asia.  How¬ 
ever,  as  long  as  we  are  sending  boys  into 
Asia  to  die  for  a  cause  that  I  think  we 
never  should  have  started  in  the  first 
place,  I  intend  to  vote  for  whatever  ap¬ 
propriations  are  necessary  to  give  them 
the  maximum  amount  of  protection.  I 
intend  to  continue  working  as  hard  as 
I  can,  and  later  today  I  shall  have  some 
comments  on  a  law  memorandum,  pre¬ 
pared  by  a  group  of  American  lawyers, 
which  soundly  criticizes — and  sets  forth 
the  legal  answers  in  support  of  its  criti¬ 
cism — America’s  position  in  southeast 
Asia  from  the  standpoint  of  our  inter¬ 
national  law  obligations. 

Mr.  President,  I  oppose  the  war  in 
southeast  Asia  in  the  absence  of  a  dec¬ 
laration  of  war  until  the  President  of 
the  United  States  decides  to  get  back 
inside  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  and  decides  that  he  has  an  obliga¬ 
tion  to  live  up  to  the  obligations  of  the 
Constitution.  Woodrow  Wilson  taught 
that  lesson  on  the  night  of  April  17,  1917, 
when  he  came  before  a  joint  session  of 
the  Congress  and  told  Congress  that  hi 
was  without  constitutional  authority 
a  President  of  the  United  States  to  con¬ 
duct  a  war  in  the  absence  of  a  declara¬ 
tion  of  war.  Franklin  Roosevelt  .taught 
the  present  President  of  the/ United 
States — if  he  would  learn  th/  lesson — 
when  he  came  before  a  joint  session  of 
the  Congress  after  Pearl/Harbor  and 
made  it  perfectly  clear  Irfiat,  under  the 
Constitution,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  is  obligated  to  Recommend  a  de¬ 
claration  of  war  before  sending  Ameri¬ 
can  boys  to  die  in  a  War. 

That  has  been  /iy  position  as  I  have 
battled  away  on/the  floor  of  the  Senate 
for  more  than/4  years  for  the  substitu¬ 
tion  of  a  rula  of  law  for  the  jungle  law 
of  the  claw/that  my  Government  is  ap¬ 
plying  in/kn  undeclared  war  in  south¬ 
east  . 

L<  file  make  it  very  clear  that  my 
ame  ment  would  not  in  any  way  affect 
expenditure  of  funds  in  southeast 
in  the  protection  and  defense  of 


American  boys.  However,  it  would  say 
to  the  President,  “Mr.  President,  we 
think  the  military  aid  program  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bill  is  excessive,  and  we 
vote  to  reduce  it  by  25  percent;  but  we 
leave  it  up  to  you  to  make  the  decisions 
as  to  where  the  savings  in  military  aid 
shall  be  made.” 

The  interests  of  the  United  States  de¬ 
mand  that  we  stop  arming  the  world 
against  itself,  that  we  start  helping 
people  to  better  their  lives,  and,  finally, 
that  we  provide  the  help  not  on  a  dole 
basis,  but  on  the  basis  of  giving  recipi¬ 
ents  a  chance  to  be  proud  of  their  own 
effort  toward  self-help. 

It  was  necessary  for  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright] 
to  leave  the  floor  of  the  Senate  momen¬ 
tarily  because  of  official  business  else¬ 
where.  If  he  were  present,  he  would 
verify  what  I  now  say.  I  see  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Church],  and  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Syming¬ 
ton],  both  of  them  members  of  the 
immittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  present 
ori\the  floor. 

The  objectives  of  the  amendment  I  am 
offerihg  this  afternoon  were  discussej 
at  great  length  time  arid  time  agaiiym 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
during  this  session.  For  example,  on 
April  1,  1965,  the  Committee  on  .Foreign 
Relations,  while  considering  a/markup 
on  the  foreignXaid  bill,  voted/by  a  vote 
of  11  to  3  to  cutNthe  military  aid  section 
of  the  bill  by  $115,  millio: 

The  Pentagon  wait  to/work.  We  re¬ 
ceived  calls  from  tlmir  top  lobbyists, 
seeking  to  restore  the/$115  million. 

An  interesting  discussion  ensued.  At 
a  later  meeting  of /he  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
made.  It  was  Perfectly  proper  to  make 
it.  After  a  Jong  discussion, \the  $115 
million  was  restored,  by  a  vote  of  10  to  8. 
By  a  vote  At  10  to  8,  but  with  a  "consid¬ 
erable  number  of  proxies  used  in  getting 
the  vote  of  10  to  restore  it. 

Mr/CHURCH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Sen/tor  yield? 

[r.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHURCH.  I  am  highly  pleased 
'that  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
brought  this  matter  up  once  again.  He 
is  quite  right  when  he  observes  that  the 
reversal  of  the  committee’s  initial  ac¬ 
tion,  in  this  particular  case,  was  brought 
about  by  the  use  of  proxies  from  Sena¬ 
tors  who  did  not  have  the  full  benefit  of 
the  discussion  that  had  preceded  the  first 
action  taken  by  the  committee. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  will  remember  that  when  the  au¬ 
thorization  bill  came  to  the  Senate,  I 
attempted  to  amend  the  bill  on  the  floor, 
as  we  had  initially  amended  it  in  the 
committee,  and  that  effort  failed  on  a 
vote  of  43  to  38,  but  only  after  a  deter¬ 
mined  effort  was  made  by  the  State  De¬ 
partment  and  the  Pentagon  against  the 
amendment. 

The  argument  that  was  then  made  by 
those  who  favored  the  amendment  had 
to  do  with  the  very  matter  that  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  has  stressed 
on  the  floor  this  afternoon,  namely,  that 
to  enlarge  the  military  assistance  pro¬ 
gram,  as  was  proposed,  could  only  mean 


that  greater  quantities  of  armaments 
would  be  given  to  countries  which  would 
not  use  the  weapons  as  a  shield  againrt ' 
potential  Communist  aggression,  but 
rather  against  one  another.  We  have 
seen  this  happen  in  the  recent  wa/  be¬ 
tween  India  and  Pakistan. 

In  the  new  issue  of  Newsweek  maga¬ 
zine,  we  read  of  the  first  ren/rcussions 
of  our  policy  of  aiming  In  dig  and  Paki¬ 
stan.  It  is  apparent  th&y  the  harvest 
will  be  bitter. 

Newsweek  quotes  an  Indian  officer  in 
the  field,  fresh  from  bgttle,  saying: 

Everything  we  have/eaptured  is  made  in 
the  U.S.A. — first-aid  kits,  sleeping  hags,  para¬ 
chutes,  weapons,  bullets,  and  tanks. 

Before  we  are  finished,  we  shall  find 
both  India  and  Pakistan  pointing  to  the 
United  States  as  the  scapegoat.  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Oregon  for  the 
effort  he  As,  making  to  cut  back  a  pro¬ 
gram  which,  in  the  estimate  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Idaho,  has  done  us  damage 
in  rrjany  parts  of  Asia,  Africa,  and  Latin 
;rica.  He  knows  that  some  of  us  on 
t/e  committee  have  attempted  to  hold 
le  line,  to  cut  the  program  back,  and 
to  impose  a  reasonable  ceiling  on  it; 
and  it  has  always  been  a  very  frustrating 
fight,  but  a  fight  that  must  be  made.  If 
ever  there  was  dramatic  proof  of  the 
soundness  of  that  fight,  it  was  laid  out 
upon  the  battlefields  of  Kashmir. 

So  I  commend  the  Senator.  I  believe 
he  has  reviewed  very  well  the  situation 
in  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee.  I 
thank  him  for  his  efforts  in  vindicating 
the  position  we  took  then  and  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  we  take  again  in  the  Senate  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  for  the  position 
he  has  taken  in  support  of  this  view. 
The  Record  should  show  that  the  senior 
Senator  from  Idaho,  as  much  as  any 
other  Senator  on  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  has  been  out  in  front  of  the 
effort  to  cut  military  aid.  Time  and  time 
again,  the  Senator  from  Idaho  has  of¬ 
fered  amendments  in  the  committee 
seeking  to  cut  the  military  aid  program. 
vIn  debates  on  the  Senate  floor,  when  the 
ireign  aid  bill  has  been  before  us  over 
tfte  past  several  years,  the  senior  Sena- 
torNfrom  Idaho  has  been  among  those 
offering  amendments  to  cut  the  military 
aid  part  of  the  bill.  He  is  very  kind  to 
commend  me  for  my  efforts.  The  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Idaho  has  been  one  of  my  lead¬ 
ers  on  thik  matter,  as  we  have  joined 
forces  in  thesForeign  Relations  Commit¬ 
tee,  trying  to  using  what  we  considered  to 
be  reason  to  bear  with  regard  to  the  mili¬ 
tary  aid  program^ 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  ''President,  I  shall 
support  the  pending  amendment,  as  I 
have  suported  the  other amendments  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  this  afternoon. 
He  is  dead  right  in  his  efforrrto  cut  mili¬ 
tary  aid  to  Latin  America,  India,  Paki¬ 
stan,  Greece,  Turkey,  and  southeast  Asia, 
for  the  reasons  so  eloquently  stated  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the  xjena- 
tor  from  Idaho. 

However,  I  wish  the  Record  to  sffqw 
that  I  do  not  go  along  with  the  Senat 
in  his  efforts  to  cut  economic  aid.  I  be- 
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!•  WATER;  LOANS*  Concm/cd  in  the  House  amendments  to  S.  17 
loans  bill.  This  bill  Tail  now  bo  sent  to  tho  President, 
the  Department  t  o' make  or  insure  loans  to  public  and  quasi¬ 
corporations  notr  oporated  for  profit  with  respect  to  water  supply,  water  systems, 
and  waste-disposal  systems  serving  rural  areas  and  to  make  grants  to  aid  in  rural 
community  development  planning  and  in  connection  with  construction  of  such  com¬ 
munity  facilities.  It  also  increases  the  authorization  for  insured  real  estate 
loans  fro/  $200, 000, 000  to  $450,000,000.  pp.  24223-4 

2.  POVERTY/  By  a  46-22  vote,  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  82$/  to  make 
various  amendments  to  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act.  This  bill  will  now  pc  sent 
to  the  President,  pp.  24194-6,  24198-216,  24220-7 


3KPILE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10516,  to  authorize  disposal  of  vege¬ 
table  tannin  extracts  from  the  national  stockpile;  and  as  reported  H.  R,  6852,  to 
authorize  disposal  of  abaca  from  the  stockpile,  pp*  24233-4 


4.  HEMISFAIR.  H.  R.  9247,  to  provide  for  participation  in  the  HemisFair  of  1968, 

made  tho  unfinished  business,  pp,  24235-6 

5.  ADJOURNED  until  Tucs„5  Sept.  28.  p.  24252 

HOUSE 


o, 


AIR  POLLUTION.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  306,  to  amend  the  Clean  Mr  Act  to 
requirexstandards  for  controlling  the  emission  of  pollutants  from  gasoline- 
powered  03?  diesel -powered  vehicles,  and  to  establish  a  Federal/Air  Pollution 
Control  laboratory,  pp.  24l44-67 

Rep.  Scheuer  stated  that  there  is  an  increasing  need  to  j£ee p  informed  of 
the  major  developments  occurring  daily  in  the  field  of  aii/and  water  pollution, 
pp.  24176-77 

7«  CONTINUING  APPROPRIATIONS.  Agreed  to  make  in  order  nejA  week  the  consideration 
of  a  joint  resolution  making  continuing  appropriations  for  fiscal  year  1966. 
pp.  24-167-68 

- z - m 

8.  RIVERS -HARBORS;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  the  rivers -and 

harbors  and  flood-control  bill,  S.  2300.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  . 

'  appointed,  p.  24l69 


9.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Andrews,  N.  £>ak.,  stated  that  continuing  rain  poses  a  great 
loss  in  N.  Dak.’s  spring  wheat  crop  and/urged  USDA  to  "hold  back  marketing 
of  CCC  wheat  in  order  to  maintain^the /better  cash  market  position  that  will 
in  a  small  way  compensate. .  .for  the/fewer  bushels  they  will  harvest."  pp, 
24170-1 

The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that/'" Conferees  continued  in  executive  session  to 
resolve  the  differences  between/uhe  Senate-  and  House-passed  versions  of  H.  R. 
9811,"  the  farm  bill,  "and  will  meet  agai\  tomorrow . "  p.  D963 

10.  SUGAR.  Rep.  Findley  stated  that  "the  cost  of\bhe  Sugar  Act  proposal. . .is 

staggering, "  but  an  aspecl/"far  more  distressing  than  the  cost  to  consumers  is 
the  influence  of  lobbyists,"  and  inserted  from  t/e  Congressional  Quarterly  4 
brief  sketches  of  the  foreign  sugar  lobbyists,  pp.  24174-75 

11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  /  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  nextXweek’s  program  will  in¬ 

clude  the  federal  /pay  bill,  the  highway  beaut if ication^b ill,  and  the  sugar  bill 
p.  24169 


12.  ADJOURNED  until:  Mon.,  Sept.  27.  p.  24192 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


13.  ELECTRIFICATION;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep. Dent  during  debate 

on  the/ public  works  bill  in  which  he  suggested  a  careful  examination  of  the 
propcrsed  power  development  on  the  St.  John  River,  pp.  A5411-2 

14.  LOANS.  Speeches  in  the  House  by  Reps.  Cooley,  Latta,  Cramer  and  Dinge] 
luring  debate  on  the  FHA  water -loans  bill.  pp.  Ap422,  A5423,  A5429 

/  ' 

15.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Morrison  commending  Secretary 

Freeman  as  "one  of  our  greatest  agriculture  leaders  in  all  of  our  history" 
and  inserting  the  Secretary’s  La.  speech,  "The  Coming  Decade  In  Agriculture." 

pp.  A5423-5 
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Carolina  as  provided  by  section  541(a)  of 
\title  28  of  the  United  States  Code.  Until  the 
lited  States  marshal  for  the  District  of 
ath  Carolina  has  been  appointed  as  here¬ 
in  authorized  and  has  qualified,  the  United 
Stated  marshal  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
South  vlarolina  holding  office  on  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act  shall  continue  to 
serve  as  \  United  States  marshal  and  to 
perform  the  duties  of  such  office  in  the 
Charleston,  Columbia,  Orangeburg,  Florence, 
and  Aiken  divisions  of  the  District  of  South 
Carolina,  and  tne  United  States  marshal  for 
the  Western  District  of  South  Carolina  hold¬ 
ing  office  on  the  ciXte  of  enactment  of  this 
Act  shall  continue  to\erve  as  a  United  States 
marshal  and  to  perform  the  duties  of  such 
office  in  the  Greenville*.  Rock  Hill,  Green¬ 
wood,  Spartanburg,  and 'Anderson  divisions 
of  the  District  of  South  (Carolina.  In  the 
event  a  vacancy,  other  than  ^vacancy  result¬ 
ing  from  expiration  of  term,  arises  in  either 
of  such  offices  prior  to  the  appointment  as 
herein  authorized  and  qualification  of  a 
United  States  marshal  for  the  District  of 
South  Carolina  the  incumbent  of  the  other 
such  office  shall  also  perform  the  duties  of 
the  office  in  which  the  vacancy  occurs\jntil 
such  appointment  and  qualification. 

Sec.  5.  All  deputy  clerks,  clerical  assistant 
and  other  employees  of  the  clerks,  all  cour 
reporters,  all  probation  officers  and  their' 
clerical  assistants,  all  referees  in  bankruptcy 
and  their  clerical  assistants,  all  United  States 
commissioners  and  all  other  presently  serv¬ 
ing  officers  and  employees  of  the  United 
States  District  Courts  for  the  Eastern  and 
Western  Districts  of  South  Carolina  shall 
henceforth  be  officers  or  employees,  as  the 
case  may  be,  of  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  South  Carolina  and 
shall  hold  their  offices  or  employment  under 
and  perform  their  duties  for  that  court. 
All  presently  serving  assistant  United  States 
attorneys  and  clerical  assistants  of  the 
United  States  attorneys  and  all  presently 
serving  deputy  marshals  and  clerical  assist¬ 
ants  of  the  United  States  marshals  appointed 
for  the  Eastern  or  Western  District  of  South 
Carolina  shall  henceforth  hold  their  offices 
or  employment  for  the  District  of  South 
Carolina. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  4,  line  15,  delete  the  period  and  in¬ 
sert:  “and  prosecutions  for  offenses  com¬ 
mitted  within  the  Eastern  and  Western  Dis¬ 
tricts  of  South  Carolina  prior  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act  shall  be  commenced  anc 
proceeded  with  the  same  as  if  such  consoli¬ 
dation  had  not  occurred.  For  the  purpose 
of  the  trial  of  such  offenses,  the  District 
Courts  for  the  Eastern  and  Western  Districts 
of  South  Carolina  are  continued  in  existence 
and  the  judges  of  the  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  South  Carolina  shall  si/  as  judges 
in  such  courts  according  to  assignment  made 
by  the  chief  Judge  of  the  Unified  States  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  oficouth  Carolina 
or  the  chief  judge  of  the  United  States  Court 
of  Appeals  for  the  Fourtja  Circuit.’’ 

Page  8,  after  line  4/insert: 

"Sec.  6.  The  provisions  of  this  Act  shall 
become  effective  the/ first  day  of  the  month 
following  the  date  pi  enactment  of  this  Act.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  a&  amended  was  ordered  to  be 
read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time  and/ passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  2300)  author¬ 
izing  the  construction,  repair,  and  pre¬ 
servation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
House  amendments,  insist  on  the  House 
amendments,  and  agree  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa?  The  Chair  hears  none  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Fallon,  Blatnik,  Jones  of  Alabama, 
Edmondson,  Wright,  Cramer,  Baldwin, 
and  Harsha. 


AUTHORIZING  THE  CONSTRUCTION, 
ETC.,  OF  CERTAIN  PUBLIC  WORKS 
ON  RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR  WEEK 
OF  SEPTEMBER  27 

(Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  for  this  time  for  the  purpose  of 
inquiring  of  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  as  to  the  program  for  next  week7 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  t\ 
distinguished  gentleman  yield  to  me/ 
Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  t/f  the 
jntleman  from  Oklahoma. 

ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaken/in  re- 
spoVe  to  the  inquiry  of  the/minority 
leadek  we  have  finished  the  program  for 
this  wdek,  and  it  will  be  our  purpose  to 
ask  to  gh  over  to  Monday/after  the  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  program  for  next 
week,  whicn.  is  as  follows: 

House  Reshlution  .515,  providing  for 
the  consideration  of/the  bill  (H.R.  4644) 
to  provide  an  elebtEa  mayor,  city  council, 
and  nonvoting  Detegaterto  the  House  of 
Representative/ for\the  District  of  Col¬ 
umbia,  and  fa/ other  purposes. 

H.R.  3142/ Medical  Library  Assistance 
Act  of  1965/with  an  open\ule  and  2  hours 
of  debate/ 

H.R.2u281:  Government  \  Employees 
Salary  Comparability  Act.  Ap  open  rule 
and/4  hours  of  debate. 

2084 :  Highway  Beautificati^i  Act  of 

(65. 

H.R.  11135:  Sugar  Act  Amendments 
of  1965. 

We  do  not  yet  have  rules  on  either 
these  bills,  but  rules  are  expected  next 
week. 

House  Joint  Resolution  642:  Library  of 
Congress  James  Madison  Memorial 
Building.  An  open  rule  with  1  hour  of 
debate. 

H.R.  6519:  Amending  the  act  of  May 
17,  1954,  as  amended,  providing  for  the 
construction  of  the  Jefferson  National 
Expansion  Memorial  at  the  site  of  old 
St.  Louis,  Mo.,  and  for  other  purposes, 
with  an  open  rule  and  1  hour  of  debate. 

Of  course,  this  is  made  subject  to  the 
usual  announcement  that  conference 
reports  may  be  brought  up  at  any  time 
and  any  further  program  will  be  an¬ 
nounced  later. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Is  it  the 
intention  of  the  leadership  to  bring  the 
bills  up  in  this  order? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  order  is  subject  to 
change,  of  course,  but  we  will  start  with 
the  home  rule  bill.  A  lot  depends  upon 
how  long  the  disposition  of  that  bill  re¬ 
quires.  Also,  we  do  not  yet  have  rules 
on  two  bills.  However,  subject  to  that, 
I  think  that  the  House  can  pretty  well 
depend  on  this  announcement,  and  we 


will  keep  the  Members  of  the  House  Ad¬ 
vised  of  any  changes  as  soon  as  they 
occur.  / 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Iowa/ 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORt>.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mj/  Speaker,  with  all 
respect  and  humility,  may  I  ask  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
whether  he  carr  shed  any  light  upon  the 
business  of  sine  die  adjournment. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  pays /me  a  compliment,  because  his 
question /assumes  that  I  am  a  seer  as  well 
as  a  Member  of  Congress.  The  best  I 
can  say  to  the  gentleman  is  that  we  have 
pretty  well  completed  the  program  of 
thy  House  of  Representatives,  and  I 
lould  think  with  good  luck  we  should 
able  to  complete  it  in  a  very  few 
weeks. 


ADJOURNMENT  OVER  UNTIL  MON¬ 
DAY,  SEPTEMBER  27 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  when  the  House 
adjourns  today  it  adjourn  to  meet  on 
Monday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

DISPENSING  WITH  CALENDAR 

WEDNESDAY  BUSINESS  NEXT 

WEEK 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Calendar 
Wednesday  business  be  dispensed  with 
on  Wednesday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection 

LET  US  GO  HOME 

(Mr.  ROUSH  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
tarks.) 

[r.  ROUSH.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  has 
indeed  been  an  historic  session  of  Con- 
greskbut  now  it  is  time  to  go  home.  We 
have  Established  a  good  reputation,  a 
progressive  Congress,  and  to  delay  ad¬ 
journment  will  only  result  in  taking  the 
glitter  frorn  that  reputation.  Why  we 
must  stay  is  not  clear.  We  have  handled 
the  President/ program  and  if  I  do  say 
so  we  have  dorm,  right  well  by  him.  We 
have  displayed  ar/awareness  of  the  need 
to  find  solutions  to'problems  and  again  I 
would  say  that  we  nave  done  quite  well 
in  solving  them.  But  Vow  I  am  weary,  I 
find  that  my  colleague/are  weary,  the 
Congress  is  weary  and  before  the  coun¬ 
try  grov/s  weary  of  our  activity,  I  think  it 
might  be  wise  for  us  to  take /break. 


FULL  HEARING  CANNOT  BE  TERMED 
“STALLING”  \ 

(Mr.  ANNUNZIO  asked  and  was  /yen 
permission  to  address  the  House  foKl 
minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 
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Mr.  ANNUNZIO.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
morning’s  issue  of  the  American  Banker 
carries\a  highly  distorted  editorial  en¬ 
titled  “Rrtual  of  Stalling.”  The  pretext 
of  this  ^paragraph  gossip  statement 
ia  that  the  Honorable  Wright  Patman,  the 
distinguishedx  chairman  of  the  House 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  is 
conducting  a  stkll  campaign  against  S 
1698,  a  bill  to  clarify  the  bank  merger 
situation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  whcJieheartedly  support 
S.  1698,  and  I  wholeheartedly  support 
my  chairman.  S.  1698  directly  affects  a 
bank  in  my  district;  and,  because  of 
this,  I  feel  that  I  am  closer  to  the  leg¬ 
islation  than  any  member  oXeither  the 
Domestic  Finance  SubcommitXe,  which 
is  conducting  hearings  on  the  biff.  or  the 
full  Banking  and  Currency  Coimnittee. 

I  want  to  say  categorically  that\am 
fully  satisfied  Chairman  Patman  isNiot 
stalling  on  the  bill,  but  is  conducting  fujl 
and  adequate  hearings  on  a  piece  of  leg 
islation  that,  contrary  to  what  the  Amer 
lean  Banker  erroneously  reports,  has  not 
been  subject  to  one  word  of  testimony 
at  the  committee  level  on  the  Senate 
side.  The  American  Banker  both  in  its 
editorial  and  news  columns  is  probably 
best  noted  for  its  distortion  of  accuracies. 
I  do  not  expect  this  newspaper  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  facts  before  it  makes  up  its 
mind.  However,  it  might  be  nice  if  it 
bothered  to  learn  the  facts  after  it  has 
made  up  its  mind. 

A  copy  of  the  editorial  follows : 

Ritual  op  Stalling 

The  chairman  of  the  House  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  has  his  own  reasons  for 
opposing  passage  of  the  bank  merger  bill,  and 
he  has  his  own  techniques  for  stalling  it. 
And  while  the  substantial  majority  of  the 
banking  and  industry  which  supports  this 
proposed  legislation  may  rankle  under  the 
delays,  there  is  a  realization  that  this  is  the 
way  the  game  is  played,  and  some  resignation 
to  it  as  a  kind  of  ritual  performance. 

And  it  seems  that  Congressman  Wright 
Patman,  Democrat  of  Texas,  may  well  make 
his  stalling  tactics  work  during  the  present 
session  of  Congress. 

If  this  happens,  however,  it  does  not  mean 
that  the  merger  bill  will  be  dead.  On  the 
contrary,  there  appears  to  be  building  a  sen¬ 
timent  in  the  House  that  the  banking  indus¬ 
try  has  been  hung  up  on  Mr.  Patman’s,  ob¬ 
structionism  long  enough,  and  that  there  is 
sufficient  merit  in  the  bill,  which  is  wide! 
recognized  as  primarily  a  reaffirmation  of  the 
Intent  of  Congress  as  expressed  in  the  Bank 
Merger  Act  of  1960,  for  it  to  be  enacted  So 
no  matter  what  Mr.  Patman  does  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  session,  there  is  some  basis  /or  hope 
that  some  useful  legislation  on  bank  mergers 
will  be  forthcoming  when  Congress  recon¬ 
venes. 

Some  resentment  also  has/been  building 
against  Mr.  Patman  for  thg  stalling  tactics 
he  has  been  using  this  suinmer,  by  dragging 
out  hearings  on  a  piece  gf  legislation  which 
already  has  been  thoroughly  discussed  in 
Senate  hearings  befqrfe  its  passage  by  that 
body. 

Indeed,  there  is  fC  strong  feeling  that  many 
of  the  witnesses,  have  been  called  primarily 
for  the  time  that  they  would  kill,  rather  than 
for  the  freshness  or  strength  of  their  views. 

Now  Mr./PATMAN  tends  to  confirm  that 
feeling,  at/this  point,  late  in  the  session,  after 
the  hearings  have  been  squeezed  dry  of  new 
ideas,  wfien  he  makes  a  statement  that  in  his 
view  /'it  would  be  a  grave  mistake  and  dis¬ 
service  to  the  public  if  we  do  not  give  this 
biff  at  least  the  same  amount  of  considera¬ 
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tion  that  was  given  the  Bank  Merger  Act  of 
1960.” 

That  bill  took  5  years  to  get  through  the 
Congress;  but  Mr.  Patman  says  that  he  does 
not  really  mean  to  take  that  long  this  time. 
He  thinks  that  the  48  days  of  hearings  held 
on  the  1960  legislation  suggests  a  suitable 
time  span  for  the  hearings  over  which  he  is 
now  presiding.  Therefore,  with  21  days  al¬ 
ready  spent  in  hearings,  Mr.  Patman’s  judg¬ 
ment  as  to  an  appropriate  investment  in  time 
would  put  the  current  hearings  well  into  No¬ 
vember,  past  the  latest  date  yet  suggested 
for  the  adjournment  of  this  session  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

Whether  he  can  keep  the  hearings  going 
until  November,  given  the  restiveness  of  a 
majority  of  the  members  of  both  his  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  subcommittee  which  is  con¬ 
ducting  the  hearings  under  his  chairmanship, 
is  a  matter  for  some  speculation. 

Even  if  he  does,  however,  this  same  restive¬ 
ness  among  the  committee  members  is  likely 
to  result  in  action  during  the  next  session 
of  Congress.  There  is  a  kind  of  saturation 
point  for  stalling,  even  by  a  powerful  com¬ 
mittee  chairman,  and  so  a  successful  stall 
this  fall  does  not  necessarily  mean  perma- 
lent  defeat  for  the  bill. 

vln  passing,  it  should  be  noted  that  while 
stalling  tactics  may  be  acceptable  as  part 
of  the  peculiar  ritual  of  legislation,  bad  man¬ 
ners  We  a  different  matter  entirely. 

Thisxweek  Mr.  Patman  took  advantage  of 
his  position  as  chairman  of  the  subcommi 
tee  to  try  -to  overwhelm  the  chairman  of  ,tlie 
Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  with  a 
13,000-word  indictment  of  the  performance  of 
his  agency.  FDIC  Chairman  K.  A.  Randall 
had  to  sit,  exposed  and  silent  in  tffe  witness 
chair,  for  nearly  pne  and  a  half  bburs  while 
Mr.  Patman  droned  through  his  charges. 
When  he  was  given\a  chance/to  reply,  Mr. 
Randall  simply  stated  that/he  denied  the 
charges,  and  would  sunjnit/a  statement  for 
the  record. 

If  Mr.  Patman  wera/lterious  about  his 
charges  against  the  FDZC,  he.  might  do  better 
by  conducting  hearings  to  investigate  the 
agency.  The  relevance  of  thCee  charges  to 
the  bill  under  discussion  is  nht  apparent. 
What  is  apparenpis  Mr.  Patman’s  determina¬ 
tion  to  stall,  ahd  the  shabby  wa^de  went 
about  it  in  this  instance. 


REI 


Thinking  that  the  Federal  Government  is 
so  thoroughly  conditioned  to  favor  the  rail¬ 
roads  on  each  decision,  a  trucker  is  enjoying/ 
a  big  laugh  at  the  expense  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission. 

The  trucker,  Leroy  Hilt  of  Nebraska,  ffptnly 
believed  that  the  ICC  would  automat 
rule  for  the  railroads,  and  against  tyuckers, 
every  time.  To  test  his  theory,  he  submitted 
a  schedule  of  rate  changes  to  tha' ICC  pro¬ 
posing  a  large  shipment  of  ‘’yak  fat”  from 
Omaha  to  Chicago.  Mr.  Hilt  sgld  his  truck¬ 
ing  company  would  do  the  Job  for  just  45 
cents  a  hundred  pounds — a  bargain  rate. 

(In  case  you’ve  f orgottep' your  school  days, 
yak  are  oxen  from  Tibet./Yak  fat  isn’t  avail¬ 
able  anywhere  on  this  continent,  nor  is  any¬ 
one  demanding  a  supply.  Consequently, 
none  of  our  country’s  transportation  com¬ 
panies  ship  yak  fat/inywhere.) 

But  the  railroads  immediately  objected  to 
the  low  shipping  rates  suggested  by  the  Ne¬ 
braskan  trucker.  And  the  ICC,  after  a  so- 
called  examination,  backed  the  railroads; 
said  the  rates  were  “unjust  and  unreason¬ 
able”  and  declared  that  yak  fat  could  not 
be  shipped  for  only  45  cents  a  hundred 
pound 

It  Appears  that  Mr.  Hilt’s  theory  has  been 
proven  correct.  The  ICC,  conditioned  in  its 
responses,  seems  to  favor  the  railroads  auto- 
atically. 

Which  leaves  us  wondering  about  a  lot  of 
other  Government  decisions. 


(Mr.  DULSKI  asked  and 'was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record  and  to  include  ex¬ 
traneous  matter.) 

[Mr.  DULSKI’S  remarks  will  appear 
hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


FOR  THE  TRUCKING' 
INDUSTRY 

(Mr.  DULSKI  asked  and  was  given' 
rmission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
Sint  in  the  Record,  and  include  extran¬ 
eous  matter.) 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  legislation  in  this  session  of 
Congress  in  behalf  of  the  trucking  indus¬ 
try,  since  the  railroads  have  lost  interest 
in  their  own  industry,  and  have  interest 
in  other  modes  of  transportation.  It  ap¬ 
pears  the  railroads  expect  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  subsidize  the  entire  cost  of  their 
operation. 

I  sympathize  with  the  people  employed 
by  the  railroads,  but  they  know  they  have 
definitely  been  let  down  by  management 
which  has  been  complacent  in  the  last 
few  years. 

I  read  a  very  interesting  editorial  con¬ 
cerning  the  railroads  which  was  heard 
on  radio  station  WGR  in  our  great  city 
of  Buffalo,  N.Y.  Under  leave  to  extend 
my  remarks,  I  submit  the  editorial  for 
inclusion  in  the  Record  : 

Railroads,  once  the  most  important  form 
of  transportation,  now  find  cars,  planes  and 
trucks,  pretty  rough  competition.  Govern¬ 
ment,  rightly  or  wrongly,  has  bent  over  back¬ 
wards  in  every  effort  to  help  the  railroads. 


ADVERSE  HARVEST  CONDITIONS  IN 
NORTH  DAKOTA 

(Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota 
asked  and  was  given  permission  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  1  minute,  to  revise 
and  extend  his  remarks,  and  include  a 
table.) 

Mr.  ANDREWS  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
Speaker,  North  Dakota  farmers  are  be¬ 
ing  hard  hit  by  the  most  adverse  harvest 
conditions  our  State  has  ever  known. 
vMany  people  estimate  that  20  percent 
our  spring  wheat  crop  and  perhaps 
niqre  of  our  Durum  will  not  be  harvested 
because  of  the  continuing  rain  and  wet 
weather.  This  is  a  potentially  great  eco- 
nomicXloss  to  thousands  of  individual 
farm  falpilies. 

Becauskof  this  unique  harvest  con¬ 
dition,  the\cash  market  of  wheat  has 
risen  and  wff^  give  our  farmers  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  hiake  up  in  increased  price 
a  small  share  of  what  they  are  losing 
through  this  adverse  weather. 

While  I  know  tha\Congress  has  turned 
down  our  pleas  to  increase  the  resale 
price  of  wheat,  the  heed  becomes  even 
greater  in  this  harvest  time  emergency. 
I  certainly  want  to  urge\the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  to  hold  back'marketing  of 
CCC  wheat  in  order  to  maintain  the  bet¬ 
ter  cash  market  position  thaX  will  in  a 
small  way  compensate  our  fanners  for 
the  fewer  bushels  they  will  harvbgt  and 
the  lower  quality  that  will  result. 

I  am  including  a  chart  preparedXfor 
me  by  the  Farmers  Union  Grain  Ter¬ 
minal  Association  showing  the  present 
CCC  loan  price,  the  cash  market  closing, ' 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee^oted  to  report  sugar  Vill.  House  passed  hurricane* 

elief  bill.  Senate  passed  bill  to  permit  certain  marketing  orders  to  provide  for 
paid  advertising.  Rep.  Ha^l  spoke  favoring  his  cropland-restoration  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  DISASTER  RELIEFS  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  11539,  to  provide 

assistance  to  Fla.,  La.,  and  Miss,  for  the  reconstruction  of  a^eas  damaged  by 
the  recent /hurricane.  The  bill  includes  a  provision  for  cancellation  or  waiver 
of  interest,  due  on  certain  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans.  pp\ 26219-26, 
26261-2 

2.  RIVERS-HARBORS ;  FLOOD  CONTROL.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  2300,  the 

rivers -and-harbor s  and  flood-control  bill  (H.  Rept.  1170).  pp.  262C0-9 


3»  U/TERSHEDS.  Received  notices  of  approval  of  certain  watershed  projects  by  T>he 
Agriculture  and  Public  Works  Committees,  p.  26210 

Rep.  Grover  commended  the  watershed  program,  pp.  26262-3 


4»  TARIFF.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  6568,  to  amend  the  Tariff  Act 
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of  1930  to  make  permanent  the  existing  temporary  suspension  of  duty  on  copra, 
palm  nuts,  and  palm-nut  kernels,  and  the  oils  crushed  therefrom.  pp.  26216-5 


5. 


!LDLIFE.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  9424*  to  provide  for/uhe 
conservation,  protection,  and  propagation  of  native  species  of  fish  and  /Wild¬ 
life,  including  migratory  birds,  that  are  threatened  with  extinction;  Vo  con¬ 
solidate  the  authorities  relating  to  administration  by  the  Interior  pepartment 
of  thO  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System;  etc.  pp.  26226-30,  26279 


6.  ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW*  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  1758/  to  provide  for 
the  right  erf  persons  to  be  represented  in  matters  before  Federal  agencies,  pp* 
26230-2 


7.  REPORTS.  Passed/ under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  2150,  to  ^discontinue  or  modify 
certain  reports  required  by  law.  The  bill  discontinues  /he  requirements  for 
reports  on  tort  claims,  Puerto  Rican  relief  loans,  and  /arm  housing  needs,  pp. 
26233-5,  26279 


8.  PURCHASING.  Passed  undbr  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  1004,  to  make  title  III  of 
the  Federal  Property  ana\  Administrative  Services  Act  directly  applicable  to 
procurement  of  property  ah^  nonpersonal  service/  by  executive  agencies,  pp. 
26235-7 


9.  WATER  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Vigor/to  inserted  /in  article,  ’’Water  Conservation  Ef¬ 
forts:  Washington  Takes  a  HandV’  p.  262' 


10.  CROPLAND  RESTORATION.  Rep.  Hall  spoka/in  support  of  his  bill,  H.  R.  7184,  to 
provide  for  cropland  restoration,  kp*  26256—7 


11.  MONETARY  REFORM.  Rep,  Curtis  inserted \n  article  by  Roy  L.  Reierson,  ’’Some 


Thoughts  on  International  Monetary  Reform.”  pp.  26263-7 


SENATE 


12. 


SUGAR.  The  "Daily  Digest’/ states  that  the  Finance  Committee  voted  to  report 
(but  did  not  actually  i/port)  "with  an  amendment.  in  the  nature  of  a  substituf 


bill,"  H.  R.  11135,  the  sugar  bill,  and  that  "as  approved  by  the  committee,  tne 


bill  would  embody  ar 
p.  D1032 


■'amended  version  of  S*  2567,  the  administration’s  proposal. 


13.  LUMBER.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10198,  to  amend  \he  requirements  relat¬ 
ing  to  lumber  /under  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  so  as  to  restore  the  tariff  filing 
requirements /with  respect  to  ocean  shipments  of  hardwood  lhpiber.  This  bill 
will  now  be/^ sent  to  the  'President,  p,  2630U 


111.  MARKETING^ ORDERS.  Concurred  with  an  amendment  (to  include  olivet  and  pecans) 
to  the/House  amendment  to  S.  2092,  to  permit  inclusion  of  provisions  for  paid 


advertising  in  marketing  orders  applicable  to  celery,  sweet  corn, 
avo/ados.  pp,  26295-96 


Limes,  or 


15-  Y^TERANS’  AFFAIRS.  Sen.  Yarborough  urged  passage  of  the  cold  war  d  bil 
inserted  a  supporting  article,  pp.  26296-98 
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RIVER  AND  HARBOR  ACT  OF  1965 


October  18,  1965. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Jones  oe  Alabama,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted 

the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2300] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  2300)  author¬ 
izing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

TITLE  I— NORTHEASTERN  UNITED  STATES  WATER 

SUPPLY 

Sec.  101.  (a)  Congress  hereby  recognizes  that  assuring  adeguate  sup¬ 
plies  of  water  for  the  great  metropolitan  centers  of  the  United  States  has 
become  a  problem  of  such  magnitude  that  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of 
this  country  require  the  Federal  Government  to  assist  in  the  solution  of 
water  supply  problems.  Therefore,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  in  preparing  plans  in  accordance  with  the 
Water  Resources  Planning  Act  ( Public  Law  89-80)  to  meet  the  long- 
range  water  needs  of  the  northeastern  United  States.  This  plan  may 
provide  for  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  by  the  United 
States  of  (1)  a  system  of  major  reservoirs  to  be  located  within  those  river 
basins  of  the  Northeastern  United  States  which  drain  into  the  Chesapeake 
Bay,  those  that  drain  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  north  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay,  those  that  drain  into  Lake  Ontario,  and  those  that  drain  into  the 
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Saint  Lawrence  River,  (2)  major  conveyance  facilities  by  which  water 
may  be  exchanged  between  these  river  basins  to  the  extent  found  desirable 
in  the  national  interest,  and  (3)  major  purification  facilities .  Such  plans 
shall  provide  for  appropriate  financial  participation  by  the  States,  political 
subdivisions  thereof,  and  other  local  interests. 

( b )  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  those  reservoirs,  conveyance 
facilities,  and  purification  facilities,  which  are  recommended  in  the  plan 
prepared  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  which  are 
specifically  authorized  by  law  enacted  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act. 

(c)  Each  reservoir  included  in  the  plan  authorized  by  this  section  shall 
be  considered  as  a  component  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  optimum 
development  of  the  river  basin  in  which  it  is  situated,  as  well  as  a  com¬ 
ponent  of  the  plan  established  in  accordance  with  this  section. 

TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 

Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  any 
water  resource  development  project,  including  single  and  multiple  purpose 
projects  involving,  but  not  limited  to,  navigation,  flood  control,  and  shore 
protection,  if  the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  constructing  such  project 
is  less  than  $10,000,000.  No  appropriation  shall  be  made  to  construct, 
operate,  or  maintain  any  such  project  if  such  project  has  not  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  respectively.  For  the  purpose  of 
securing  consideration  of  such  approval  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to 
Congress  a  report  of  such  proposed  project,  including  all  relevant  data 
and  all  costs. 

( b )  Any  water  resource  development  project  authorized  to  be  constructed 
by  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
as  it  would  be  if  the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  such  project  were 
$10,000,000  or  more. 

Sec.  202.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22,  1936  ( Public  Law 
Numbered  738,  Seventy -fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by  section  2  of  the 
Act  approved  June  28,  1938  ( Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress ) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this  title  except  that  for 
any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification  project,  provisions  (a), 
(i b ),  and  ( c )  of  section  3  of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto, 
and  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law,  the  authorization  for  any  flood, 
control  project  authorized  by  this  Act  requiring  local  cooperation  shall 
expire  five  years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests  are  notified  in 
writing  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local 
cooperation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within  said  time  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation  will 
be  furnished. 

Sec.  203.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944 
(. Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second  session), 
shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  pro¬ 
cedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for 
works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation 
and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  204-  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the  benefit  of  navi¬ 
gation  and  the  control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other  purposes  are 
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hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  oj  the 
Secretary  oj  the  Army  and  the  supervision  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  hereinajter  designated 
and  subject  to  the  conditions  setjorth  therein.  The  necessary  plans ,  speci- 
jications,  and  preliminary  work  may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  author¬ 
ized  in  this  title  with  junds  jrom  appropriations  hereajter  made  j or  jlood 
control  so  as  to  be  ready  jor  rapid  inauguration  oj  a  construction  program. 
The  projects  authorized  in  this  title  shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and 
prosecuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with  budgetary  reguire- 
ments.  Penstocks  and  other  similar  jacilities  adapted  to  possible  juture 
use  in  the  development  oj  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam 
authorized  in  this  Act  jor  construction  by  the  Department  oj  the  Army 
when  approved  by  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army  on  the  recommendation  oj  the 
Chiej  oj  Engineers  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

SAINT  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  Saint  John  River,  Maine,  is  hereby 
authorized  as  approved  by  the  President  on  July  12,  1965,  and  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  included  in  the  report  oj  the  Department 
oj  the  Interior  and  the  Corps  oj  Engineers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a 
supplement  to  the  July  1963  report  oj  the  International  Passamaquoddy 
tidal  power  project  and  upver  Saint  John  River  hydroelectric  power  de¬ 
velopment,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $227 ,000,000. 

HOUSATONIC  RIVER  BASIN 

The  projects  jor  jlood  protection  on  the  Housatonic,  Naugatuck,  and 
Still  Rivers  at  Derby  and  Danbury,  Connecticut,  are  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj 
$5,100,000. 


NEW  EN QL AN D-A TL ANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  jor  hurricane-jlood  control  protection  at  Westerly,  Rhode 
Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
85,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $3,287,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 

The  project  jor  hurricane-jlood  protection  at  Stratjord,  Connecticut,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $4,340,000. 

HUDSON  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  jor  jlood  protection  at  Yonkers,  Saw  Mill  River,  New  York, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  258,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $1,924,000. 
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NEW  YORK-ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control  at 
East  Rockaway  Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay,  New  York, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  m  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  215,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control 
at  Staten  Island,  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  New  York,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  181,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,230,000. 

ELIZABETH  RIVER  BASIN ,  NEW  JERSEY 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Elizabeth  River, 
New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
2J+9,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,769,000. 

RAHWAY  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rahway  River,  New  Jersey,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  67,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,51  4, 000. 

NEUSE  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Neuse  River,  North 
Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
175,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  New  Bern  and  Vicinity, 
North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  183,  Eiqhty -ninth  Conqress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

$10,400,000. 

MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control  at 
Ocracoke  Island,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,636,000. 

FLINT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir,  Flint  River,  Georgia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567 ,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $40,378,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee  Reservoir,  Flint  River,  Georgia, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially,  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $48,275,000. 
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CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  BASIN 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  central 
and  southern  Florida  approved  in  the  Act  oj  June  30,  1948,  and  sub¬ 
sequent  Acts  oj  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

The  project  jor  flood  protection  in  Hendry  County,  west  oj  levees  1 ,  2, 
and  S,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended,  by  the 
Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $4,986,000. 

The  project  jor  flood  protection  in  Southwest  Dade  County,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
o  f  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $4,903,000. 

SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood,  protection  on  Biscayne  Bay,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $1 ,954,000. 

PHILLIPPI  CREEK  BASIN,  FLORIDA 

The  project  jor  flood  control  on  Phillippi  Creek,  Florida,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  oj  the 
Chiej  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $4,592,000. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  project  jor  flood  control  and  improvement  oj  the  lower  Mississippi 
River,  adopted  by  the  Act  oj  May  15,  1928  ( 45  Stat.  534),  as  amended 
and  modified,  is  hereby  jurther  modified  and,  expanded  to  include  the 
projects  and  plans  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers 
in  House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $181 ,109,000,  except  that  ( 1 )  any  modified  ease¬ 
ments  required  in  the  improvement  oj  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid, 
Missouri,  Floodway  shall  be  acquired  as  provided  by  section  4  oj  the  Act 
oj  May  15,  1928,  ( 2 )  the  pumping  plant  in  the  Red  River  backwater  area 
shall  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the  Corps  oj  Engineers,  ( 3 )  the 
recommendations  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  improvements  jor  fish  and  wildlije ,  and  ( 4 )  the  requirement  of  local 
cooperation  jor  the  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin,  Arkansas 
ana  Missouri,  shall  be  reviewed  by  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  oj  Engineers,  with  particular  rejerence  to  Federal  and 
non-Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he  shall  report  results  oj  such  review  to 
Congress  within  one  year  ajter  the  date  oj  enactment  oj  this  Act.  No 
appropriation  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in  this 
paragraph  shall  be  available  jor  any  project  other  than  those  set  forth  in 
House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth  Congress. 

The  project  jor  the  St.  Francis  River,  Missouri  and  Arkansas,  within 
Drainage  District  No.  7,  Poinsett  County,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  modified 
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substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  57,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,372,000. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Grand  Isle  and  Vicinity, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers ,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
184,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,500,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Morgan  City  and  Vicinity, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  1 67,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,049,000.  ■ 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Lake  Pontchartrain, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
231,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  recommendations  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  in  that  document  shall  apply  with  respect  to  the 
Seabrook  Lock  feature  of  the  project.  The  estimated  cost  is  $56,235,000. 

OUACHITA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ouachita  River  at  Monroe, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  328,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $520,000. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou  Bodcau  and  tributaries, 
Arkansas  and  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  203,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  'with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,934,000. 

The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  as 
authorized  in  the  Act  of  October  23,  1962  (76  Stat.  1187),  is  hereby 
modihed  in  order  to  provide  for  a  highway  crossing  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir 
to  replace  the  present  FM  Highway  1499  across  Sanders  Creek,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $310,000.  Such  crossing  shall  be  constructed  under 
the  direction  o~f  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  such  plans  as  may  be  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

GULF  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buffalo  Bayou  and  tributaries, 
White  Oak  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  169,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,800,000. 
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The  'project  jor  flood  protection  on  Highland  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  House 
Document  Numbered  206,  Eighty-n.inth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,004,000. 

RIO  GRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Bio  Grande  at  El  Paso,  Texas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  207, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,y93,000. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  of  Arkansas  River  and 
tributaries,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946,  as 
amended,  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  provide  replacement  outfall  facilities 
for  the  Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff,  Arkansas, 
including  such  new  pumping  facilities  as  may  be  necessary,  at  the  most 
economical  Federal  expense,  but  including  in  the  Federal  expense  the 
reasonable  capitalized  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  pumping 
facilities  over  the  cost  of  pumping  now  required  in  the  existing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Las  Animas, 
Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  oj  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  165, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,541 ,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lee  Creek,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  270,  Eighty -ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Little  Rock,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  55,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $363,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  182, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,030,000. 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  John 
Redmond  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Grand  ( Neosho )  River,  Kansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  27,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Walnut  River,  Kansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
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Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $66,036,000. 

The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt  Creek,  Oklahoma, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  242,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $6,150,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crutcho  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  47,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,801 ,000. 

The  project  for  Trinidad  Dam  on  Purgatoire  River,  Colorado,  House 
Document  Numbered  325,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  {72  Stat.  297)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that 
in  lieu  of  the  local  cooperation  recommended  in  paragraph  2  {a)  of  the 
report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  July  22,  1954,  published  in  said 
document,  local  interests  shall  maintain  the  channel  of  Purgatoire  River 
through  the  city  of  Trinidad.  ‘  The  conditions  set  forth  in  paragraphs 
2{b)  and  2{c)  of  said  report  shall  be  applicable  to  the  project. 

The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  { formerly  known  as  Caddoa 
Reservoir) ,  Arkansas  River,  Colorado,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  June  22, 
1936  {49  Stat.  1570),  is  modified  to  authorize  and  direct  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  to  use  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  acre-feet  of  reservoir  flood 
control  storage  space  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  maintaining  a 
permanent  pool  for  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreational  purposes,  at  such 
times  as  storage  space  may  not  be  available  for  such  permanent  pool 
within  the  conservation  pool  as  defined  in  article  111  F,  Arkansas  River 
compact  {63  Stat.  145)  except  that — 

{1)  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  purchase  and  make  available  any 
water  rights  necessary  under  State  law  to  establish  and  thereafter 
maintain  the  permanent  pool. 

{2)  The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado  and  Kansas  to  those  waters 
available  to  them  under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  compact  and 
under  the  laws  of  their  respective  States  shall  not  be  diminished  or 
impaired  by  anything  contained  in  this  paragraph. 

{3)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  give  any 
preference  to  the  permanent  pool  over  other  project  purposes. 

(4)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined  shall  be  maintained 
except  upon  written  terms  and  conditions  acceptable  and  agreed  to 
{A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  and  (B) 
by  the  Colorado  State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas  River  Compact  Ad¬ 
ministration,  and  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board,  in  the 
interest  of  establishing,  maintaining,  and,  operating  the  permanent 
pool  for  recreational  and  fish  and  wildlife  jmrjioses. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  limit 
the  authority  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  operate  John  Martin 
Reservoir  for  the  primary  purposes  of  the  prevention  of  floods  and 
the  preservation  of  life  and  property. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Creek  at  Hays,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  22,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,702,000. 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  ACT  OF  196  5 


9 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Nemaha  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  160,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  and  tributaries, 
Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  199, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,400,000,  except  that 
such  portion  of  the  project  as  relates  to  the  area  above  the  city  limits  of 
Sioux  City,  Iowa,  shall  be  compatible  with  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation 
plan  and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the  upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux 
River,  both  to  be  approved  by  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  James  River  and  tributaries, 
North  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
266,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,088,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Fishing  River  and  tributaries, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  281, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,260,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chariton  and  Little  Chariton 
Rivers  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  House  Document  Numbered  238, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,167 ,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  and  tributaries, 
Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  241,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $218,009,000. 
Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the  construction  of 
Linneus  Reservoir  on  Locust  Creek,  St.  Catherine  Reservoir  on  East 
Yellow  Creek,  the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  local  protection  works,  nor 
hydroelectric  power  facilities  at  Pattonsburg  Reservoir  on  Grand  River; 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  conduct  a  review  of  such  reservoirs,  local 
protection  works,  and  hydroelectric  power  facilities,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $75,000,  and  the  funds  authorized  by  this  paragraph  for  project  plan¬ 
ning  are  authorized  to  be  used  for  such  review.  The  Secretary  shall  sub¬ 
mit  to  Congress,  at  the  earliest  practical  date,  a  new  feasibility  report  on 
such  projects  based  upon  such  review. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Platte  River  and  tributaries, 
Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  262,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $26,889,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sun  River  at  Great  Falls,  Mon¬ 
tana,  authorized  by  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat. 
297 ;  Public  Law  85-500)  is  hereby  modified  to  waive  the  requirement 
that  local  interests  contribute  in  cash  2.16  per  centum  of  the  actual  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  all  items  of  work  provided  by  the  United  States. 


OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Chartiers  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
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oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  302,  Eighty -eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $12,207 ,000. 

The  project  jor  jiood  protection  on  Sandy  Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois, 
Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  185,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $1 ,654,000. 

The  project  jor  the  Hocking  River,  Ohio,  in  the  vicinity  oj  Athens, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  287, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $4,520,000. 

The  project  jor  the  Lincoln,  Clijty  Creek,  and  Patoka  Dams  and 
Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  202,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated,  cost  oj  $72,900,000. 

The  project  jor  the  Lajayette  and  Big  Pine  Dams  and  Reservoirs, 
Wabash  River,  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  - 
with  the  recommendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  f 
Numbered  29,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $44,800,000. 

The  project  jor  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  West 
Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  243, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $133,548,000:  Provided, 
That  the  power  jeatures  oj  this  project  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  such 
time  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has  completed  action  on  any  appli¬ 
cations  that  may  be  pending  bejore  that  agency  jor  private  development  oj 
the  pumped-storage  jacility  oj  the  project:  Provided  jurther,  That  shoidd 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  act  in  the  affirmative  on  any  pending 
applications ,  the  authority  jor  such  project  shall  not  include  Federal 
power  jeatures  and  the  estimated  cost  oj  such  project  shall  be  $ 88,402,000 : 
And  provided  jurther,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
dismisses  any  pending  applications,  Federal  construction  oj  such  pumped- 
storage  power  jacilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  approved. 

The  project  jor  the  Martins  Fork  Reservoir,  Upper  Cumberland  River 
Basin,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  oj  the  Chiej  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  244,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $4,860,000.  £ 

The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther  Creek  Reservoir  projects  and{ 
the  Martin,  Kentucky,  local  protection  project  on  the  Big  Sandy  River 
and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks  oj  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia, 
are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  oj  the  Chiej  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  246, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $51 ,491 ,000.  Prior  to 
initiation  oj  construction  the  Secretary  oj  the  Army  shall  prepare  an 
analysis  oj  benejits  and  costs  oj  the  proposed  projects,  including  such 
rejormulation  as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act. 

RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH  BASIN 

The  project  jor  jiood  protection  on  the  Roseau  River,  Minnesota,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
oj  the  Chief  oj  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  282,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oj  $2,550,000. 
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UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East  Saint  Louis  and  vicinity, 
Illinois  ( East  Side  levee  and  sanitary  district),  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  829,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated'  cost  of  $6,180,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois,  authorized  by  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1958  ( Public  Law  500,  Eighty -fifth  Congress),  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  282,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  substan¬ 
tially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  351 ,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  to  provide  for  the  deletion  from 
the  items  of  local  cooperation  the  requirement  of  a  cash  contribution  due 
to  changed  land  use,  at  an  estimated  increased  Federal  cost  of  $3,498,000, 
if  local  interests  make  a  cash  contribution  of  an  amount  equal  to  the  full 
cost  of  acquisition  of  flowage  easements  in  those  lands  which  are  no  longer 
needed  for  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  Carlyle  Reservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District,  Madison 
County,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

The  project  for  Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Skunk  River,  Iowa,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  House 
Document  Numbered  267,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,898,000. 

The  projects  for  flood  protection  at  Marshalltown  and  Waterloo  on  the 
Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa,  are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $17,570,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zumbro  River,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  246,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and  Whetstone  River,  Minnesota 
and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  and  House  Document  Numbered  193,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,885,000. 

The  project  on  the  Des  Moines  River  for  flood  protection  of  Des  Moines, 
Iowa,  House  Document  Numbered  651,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modified 
to  eliminate  the  reguirement  recommended  in  paragraph  10(a)(2)  of  the 
report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  December  13,  1943,  that  local  inter¬ 
ests  bear  the  expense  of  repairs  and  provision  of  gates  on  existing  drains. 

GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  control  and  navigation  on  the  Chagrin  River,  Ohio, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  35,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,200,000. 

The  project  for  flood  prtection  on  the  Grand  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  Grandville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
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with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  157,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,873,000. 

LITTLE  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Colorado  River  at  and 
in  the  vicinity  of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  68,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $2,775,000. 

GILA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Bend  Wash,  Maricopa 
County,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  303,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Arizona,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty - 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,4-80,000,  except  that  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoenix,  Arizona,  and  vicinity,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,310,000. 

EEL  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel  River,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,732,000. 

SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Yuba  River, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  180,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,979,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lakeport  Dam  and  Reservoir  with  supplemental 
channel  improvements,  Scotts  Creek,  Cache  Creek  Basin,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  259,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,360,000. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma  Creek,  California,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $14,950,000. 
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WHITEWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  jor  flood  protection  on  Tahquitz  Creek ,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  228,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  amount  of  local  contribution  required  due 
to  enhancement  of  land  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  contribution 
determined  on  lands  under  Indian  ownership  at  the  time  of  project 
authorization  and  not  subject  to  taxation  due  to  Federal  statutory  restric¬ 
tions.  The  amount  of  contribution  on  this  basis  is  presently  estimated  at 
$ 508,000 .  The  estimated  cost  is  $3, 44® ,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  vrotection  on  Lytle  and  Warm  Creeks,  San  Ber¬ 
nardino  County,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  58,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,750,000. 

SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San  Diego  River  ( Mission  Valley), 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  212,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,600,000 
except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse  local  interests  for  the 
expenditure  of  funds  used  to  construct  such  portions  of  the  project  as 
approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  constructed  under  the  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

Ths  projects  for  the  Lower  Grande  Ronde  and  Catherine  Creek  dams 
and  reservoirs,  Grande  Ronde  River  and  tributaries,  Oregon,  are  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  280,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,440,000.  The  Chief  of  Engineers 
shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  such  projects. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Willow  Creek,  Oregon is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty -ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $6,680,000. 

The  project  for  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  waterfowl  manage¬ 
ment  at  John  Day  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and  Washington,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $706,000,  except  that  the  parcels  of  land, 
in  Oregon,  between  the  Columbia  River  and  the  management  area  bound¬ 
ary  within  sections  3,  4,  10,  and  11  of  Township  4  North,  Range  25 
East,  Willamette  Meridian,  as  shown  on  plate  1  of  Senate  Document 
Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  estimated  at  611.02  acres,  shall 
not  be  part  of  the  management  area,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  purchase  such  additional  lands  in  sections  22,  27,  29,  and 
80,  Township  5  North,  Range  26  East,  Willamette  Meridian,  outside  the 
present  indicated  management  area  boundary  on  plate  1,  as  he  determines 
necessary  to  replace  the  lands  so  excluded. 
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Sec.  205.  That  the  flood,  control  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio, 
authorized  in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  is  hereby 
modified  to  authorize  the  construction  of  the  local  protection  works  at 
Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at  such  time  as  the  reservoirs  on  Alum,  Mill,  Rig  Darby, 
and  Deer  Creeks  are  under  construction.  In  the  event  the  Mill  Creek 
and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs  are  constructed  by  an  agency  other  than  the 
Federal  Government,  the  Federal  Government  shall  not  construct  such 
local  protection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  until  said  agency  shall  furnish 
assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  ( 1 )  it  will  provide 
flood  control  storage  in  those  reservoirs  equivalent  to  that  proposed  for  the 
Federal  reservoir  projects,  as  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962, 
in  accordance  with  the  plan  set  forth  in  House  Document  Numbered  587, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and  (2)  that  such  reservoirs  shall  be  operated  for 
flood  control  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed  to  prepare  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  a 
comprehensive  plan  for  the  development  and  efficient  utilization  of  the 
water  and  related  resources  of  the  region  drained  by  streams  which  dis¬ 
charge,  within  the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair  River,  Lake 
Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River  and  Lake  Erie.  Such  plan  may  provide 
for  importation  of  water  from  points  not  located  within  the  region  as 
defined  above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  designed  to  meet  the  long-range 
needs  of  the  region  for  protection  a, gainst  floods ,  wise  use  of  flood  plain 
lands,  improvement  of  navigation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial 
and  municipal  purposes,  outdoor  recreational  facilities,  the  enhancement 
and  control  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes;  all  with  a  view  to 
encouraging  and  supporting  the  optimum  long-range  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  region  and  enhancing  the  welfare  of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  That  the  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Minnesota  River 
at  Mankato  and  North,  Mankato,  Minnesota,  authorized  in  section  203 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  ( Public  Law  85-500,  72  Stat.  297)  is 
hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  credit  local 
interests  against  their  required  contribution  to  such  project  for  any  work 
necessitated  by  extreme  high  water  done  by  such  interests  on  such  project 
between  April  1,  1965,  and  February  1,  1966,  if  he  approves  such  work 
as  being  in  accordance  with  such  project  as  authorized. 

Sec.  208.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby 'authorized  and  directed 
to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  including  channel 
and  major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due  to 
wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  the  made  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its  territorial  posses¬ 
sions,  which  include  the  localities  specifically  named  in  this  section. 
After  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any  survey  authorized  by 
this  section  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or  additional 
report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review  of  any  examination  cr  survey 
to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review  is 
required  by  the  national  defense  or  by  changed  physical  or  economic 
conditions. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  Atlantic  region  draining  northward 
in  New  York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  below  the  inter aational 
boundary  and  draining  directly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above  the  Virginia- 
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North  Carolina  State  line  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing 
the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into,  the  sounds  of  North  Carolina  between  Cape 
Lookout  and  the  Virginia  line  except  those  portions  of  the  Neuse,  Pamlico , 
and  Roanoke  Rivers  above  the  estuarine  reaches.  • 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  Atlantic  region  draining  directly 
to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia-North  Carolina  State  line  and 
draining  directly  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchartrain  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the 
region. 

The  Rio  Grande  and  its  tributaries  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan 
for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

W ater sheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and  their  tributaries,  which 
drain  areas  of  the  great  basin  region  of  Oregon,  California,  Nevada,  Utah, 
Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above  Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below  Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  region  which  drain 
directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coastlines  of  Washington  and 
Oregon  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources 
of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which  drain  directly  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  and  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and  their  tributaries,  which 
drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  California  region  with  respect 
to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Terrebonne  Parish,  Louisiana  ( water  supply). 

Boyer  River,  Iowa. 

Keokuk,  Iowa. 

Mississippi  River,  north  of  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

Black  Hawk  Creek,  Iowa. 

Mount  Vernon,  Indiana. 

Orange  Lake  Basin,  Florida. 

Mayfield  Creek,  Kentucky. 

Hatchie  River  and  Tributaries,  Tennessee  and  Mississippi. 

Spoon  River,  Illinois. 

Grand  ( Neosho )  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  ( including  navigation) . 

Verdigris  River,  Kansas. 

Verdigris  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  ( including  navigation). 

Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  at  and  above  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

Sanderson,  Texas. 

Abbeville,  South  Carolina. 

All  streams  which  drain  directly  to  Pacific  Ocean  from  San  Mateo 
County,  California. 

Big  Mineral  Creek,  Texas,  particularly  with  reference  to  construction 
of  a  highway  bridge. 

Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York,  and  tributaries,  including  Allens 
Greek,  New  York. 

Coasts  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California  to  determine  advis¬ 
ability  of  protection  work  against  storm  and  tidal  waves. 

Sec.  209.  Notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  section  201  of  the  Act 
entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation 


16 


RIVER  AND  HARBOR  ACT  OF  1965 


of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control, 
and  for  other  purposes” ,  approved  May  17,  1950  [6f  Stat.  163),  the 
authorization  in  section  20 j  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local  protection 
on  the  Yakima  River  at  Ellensburg,  Washington,  shall  expire  on  June 
10,  1970,  unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date  furnish  assurances 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  cooperation 
in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  hereby  authorized  to  replace  the  roads  described  and  set 
forth  in  the  provisions  of  their  contract  numbered  DA-fl-J+Jj3-eng-939 
with  Hill  County,  Texas,  which  are  subject  to  flooding;  such  roads  being 
a  part  of  the  Whitney  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Whitney,  Texas, 
authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  oj  December  22,  1914,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $130,000. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
convey  to  the  Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  Incor¬ 
porated,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section,  all  of  the  right,  title,  and  a 
interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  that  portion  of  the  trad  of  land  lying  \ 
above  elevation  j5jfeet  mean  sea  level  now  occupied  by  such  Society  at  the 
Old  Hickory  lock  and  dam,  Cumberland  River,  Tennessee,  under  a  lease 
executed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  dated  February  10,  1958. 

(b)  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  made  upon  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  United  States  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  upon  such  terms,  conditions, 
reservations,  and  restrictions  as  he  shall  deem  necessary  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  United  States.  In  determining  the  fair  market  value  of 
the  property,  the  Secretary  shall  exclude  the  value  of  any  improvements 
made  by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children 
and  Adults,  Incorporated. 

(c)  The  cost  of  any  surveys  necessary  as  an  incident  of  the  conveyance 
authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  borne  by  the  Tennessee  Society  for 
Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  Incorporated. 

id)  Title  to  the  property  authorized  to  be  conveyed  by  this  section  shall 
revert  to  the  United  States,  which  shall  have  the  right  of  immediate  entry 
thereon,  if  the  Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated,  shall  ever  cease  to  use  such  property  for  recreation  and  camp¬ 
ing  purposes.  A 

Sec.  212.  The  authorized  Justice  Reservoir  on  the  Guyandot  River,  J 
West  Virginia,  hereafter  shall  be  known  and  designated  as  the  R.  D.  Bailey 
Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  record,  or  other  paper 
of  the  United  States  in  which  the  authorized  Justice  Reservoir  is  referred 
to  shall  be  held,  to  refer  to  such  reservoir  as  the  R.  D.  Bailey  Reservoir. 

Sec.  213.  In  recognition  of  the  flood  control  accomplishments  of  the 
water  resource  project  proposed  to  be  constructed  on  Calispell  Creek, 
Washington,  by  the  Pend,  Oreille  County  Public  Utility  District  Number 
One,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  a  monetary  contribution 
toward  the  construction  cost  of  such  project  and  the  amount  of  such  con¬ 
tribution  shall  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  subject  to  a 
finding  by  him  approved  by  the  President,  of  economic  justification  for 
allocation  of  the  amount  of  flood  control,  such  funds  to  be  administered 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  Prior  to  making  the  monetary  contribution 
or  any  part  thereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Pend  Oreille  County 
Public  Utility  District  Number  One,  shall  have  entered  into  an  agreement 
providing  for  operation  of  the  proposed,  project  in  such  manner  as  will 
produce  the  flood  control  benefits  upon  which  the  monetary  contribution  is 
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predicated,  and  such  operation  of  the  project  for  flood  control  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  rules  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  (.58  Stat. 
890).  Unless  construction  of  the  project  is  undertaken  within  three  years 
from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section,  the  authority  for  the  monetary 
contribution  contained  herein  shall  expire. 

Sec.  21 4-  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of  New  York,  political 
subdivisions  thereof,  and  appropriate  agencies  and  instrumentalities 
thereof,  and  with  other  departments ,  agencies,  and  instrumentalities  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans  for  the  develop¬ 
ment,  utilization,  and  conservation  of  the  water  arid  related  resources  of 
drainage  basins  within  the  State  of  New  York,  and  to  submit  to  Congress 
reports  and  recommendations  with  respect  to  appropriate  participation 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army  in  carrying  out  such  plans. 

Sec.  215.  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  modify  certain  leases  entered  into  for  the  provision  of  recreation 
facilities  at  reservoir  areas”,  approved  September  14,  1961  (75  Stat. 
509),  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  “before  November  1,  1956,” . 

Sec.  216.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  cause  to  be  made,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
an  investigation  and  study  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  California,  including 
San  Pablo  Bay,  Suisun  Bay,  and  other  adjacent  bays  and  tributaries 
thereto,  with  a  view  toward  determining  the  feasibility  of,  and  extent  of 
Federal  interest  in,  measures  for  waste  disposal  and  water  quality  control 
and  allied  purposes. 

Sec.  217.  (a)  In  the  prosecution  of  projects  for  rivers  and  harbors 
and  other  waterways  for  the  benefit  of  navigation,  the  control  of  destructive 
flood  waters,  hurricane  protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  for  other 
purposes,  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance 
with  plans  adopted  and  authorized  by  the  Congress,  it  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress,  that  whenever  such  projects  are  located 
wholly  or  partially  within  an  area  which  is  eligible  for  financial  assistance 
under  the  Public  Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  purchase  evidences  of  indebtedness 
and  to  make  loans  for  a  period  not  exceeding  fifty  years  to  enable  responsi¬ 
ble  local  interests  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining 
to  contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  projects  within  such 
areas. 

(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this 
section,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  80,  1966,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  through  and  including 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970. 

Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  reimburse  any  common 
carrier  by  railroad  for  xhe  cost  of  protective  works  constructed  by  such 
carrier  during  the  years  1965  and  1966  along  the  banks  of  the  Eel  River, 
California,  to  deter  recurrence  of  damage  to  such  banks  by  floods  or  high 
waters,  but  such  reimbursement  shall  not  exceed  $8,000,000. 

Sec.  219.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  urJuer  the  supervision  of  the  Secre- 
tary  of  the  Army,  is  authorized  to  accepi  orders  from  other  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  for  work  or  services  and  to  perform  all  or  any  part  of 
such  work  or  services  by  contract. 
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Sec.  220.  Section  206(b)  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  (38  U.S.C. 
709a )  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$1 ,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$2,600,000.” 

Sec.  221.  The  Joanna  Dam  proposed  for  construction  at  or  near  mile 
63  of  the  Salt  River  near  Joanna,  Missouri ,  and  the  Joanna  Reservoir  to 
be  created  by  such  dam,  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  section  203  of  the 
Flood,  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180),  shall  be  known  and  designated 
hereafter  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and  Reservoir.  Any  law,  regu¬ 
lation,  map,  document,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in  which  such  dam 
and  reservoir  are  referred  to  as  the  Joanna  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be 
held  to  refer  to  such  dam  and  reservoir  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and 
Reservoir. 

Sec.  222.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood  Control  Act 
of  1966”. 

TITLE  III— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  SOI.  The  following  works  of  improvement  of  rivers  and  harbors 
and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other  purposes  \ 
are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective  reports  hereinafter  designated. 
The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2, 
1946  (Public  Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress ,  first  session), 
shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  vnth  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports 
for  works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation 
and  purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

NAVIGATION 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor,  Massachusetts: 
House  Document  Numbered  247,  Eighty- eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $12,500,000; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  Senate  Document  Num¬ 
bered  98,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,900,000; 

Rondout  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  288, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,000;  I 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels-Entrance  to  Kill  Van  Kull  from 
Upper  New  York  Bay:  House  Document  Numbered  108,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,581 ,000; 

New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage  Areas):  Senate  Document 
Numbered  17,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $44,852,000; 

Shrewsbury  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  274, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of  $4,090,000; 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Maryland:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered,  225,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 323,000 ; 

Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers — Removal  of  Drift  in  the  Washington 
Metropolitan  Area:  House  Document  Numbered  286,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  maintenance; 

Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk  Harbor,  Hampton  Roads, 
Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  148,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $7,095,000; 
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Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  and  Thimble  Shoal 
Channel,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  187,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 25,600,000 ; 

Hampton  Creek,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  201,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  modification  of  items  of  local  cooperation; 

Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered  252, 
Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,510,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Documents  Numbered  226  and  268, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,569,000.  The  plan 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
263,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  shall  include  facilities  to  mitigate  damages 
to  presently  improved  areas  southeast  of  the  Savannah  Wildlife  Ref  uge 
at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $40,000.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
include  additional  facilities  to  mitigate  damages  to  additional  lands 
southeast  of  the  Savannah  Wildlife  Refuge  if  he  determines  them  to  be 
necessary  and  justified,  at  an  estimated l  additional  cost  of  $60,000.  All 
such  facilities  to  mitigate  damages  shall  be  maintained  by  local  interests. 
•  Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  214, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,484,000; 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  74,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,104,000; 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  91 ,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,093,000; 

East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  into  Choctawhatchee  Bay, 
Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  194,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000;  - - 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate  Document  Numbered  94, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $625,000; 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama:  House  Document  Numbered  327,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 262,000 ; 

Mermentau  River,  Louisiana:  House  Document  Numbered  239, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,690,000; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  151,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 806,000 .  In  order  to  compen¬ 
sate  for  existing  low  water  levels  in  Lake  Huron,  an  additional  increment 
of  one  foot  in  channel  depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

.  Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate  Document  Numbered  16,  Eighty- 
’ ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 237,000 ; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  301, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $570,000,  except  that  the 
modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  contained  in  letter  of  April  5,  1965,  from  the  Department  of  the 
Army  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate,  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  recreational  fishing  facilities  on  the  main  break¬ 
water; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  240,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 437,000 ; 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  248, 
Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $664,000; 

Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  269,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,840,000; 

Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  352,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $285,000; 

The  project  for  Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio,  authorized  in  section  101  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  {Public  Law  86-645;  74  Stat.  490)  is 
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hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army ,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  to  construct  such  bank  stabilization  works  at  cut 
numbered  1  as  may  be  necessary  in  his  discretion  to  keep  the  navigation 
channel  in  its  proper  alignment  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $1 ,600,000. 
Local  interests  shall  contribute  to  the  cost  of  the  project  an  amount  equal 
to  the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of  the  original  authorization  of  this 
project  that  would  have  been  required  for  cut  numbered  1 ,  but  for  this 
modification. 

West  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  2J+5,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $544,000; 

Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document  Numbered  227,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Document  Numbered  160, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,000,000.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse  the  State  of  Indiana  for  the  expenditure 
of  funds  used  to  construct  such  portions  of  the  project  as  approved  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  and  constructed  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  Unless  construction  of  the  project  is  initiated  within  three ^ 
years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the  authority  to  reimburse  the 
State  of  Indiana  contained  in  this  paragraph  shall  expire.  The  State  of 
Indiana  shall  furnish  assurance  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary-of  the  Army 
that  water  and  air  pollution  sources  will  be  controlled  to  the  maximum 
extent  feasible  in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on  public  recrea¬ 
tional  areas  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  harbor.  No  appropriation  is 
authorized  to  be  made  for  the  construction  of  this  project  until  the  Indiana 
Dunes  National  Lakeshore  has  been  voted  upon  by  both  Houses  of  Congress 
during  the  same  Congress. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  217,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,254,000; 

Houston  Ship  Channel  ( Greens  Bayou),  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  257,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $470,000; 

Trinity  River  and  tributaries,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered 
276,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  including  navigation,  except  that  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated 
March  14,  1963,  shall  apply,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized  $83,000,000- 
for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project.  Prior  to  ex¬ 
penditure  of  any  funds  for  construction  of  those  features  designed  ex- a 
clusively  for  navigation,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  to  the  Congress 
a  reevaluation  based  upon  current  criteria. 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
208,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $46 ,853 ,000 .  The 
works  for  wavewash  protection  within  the  limits  of  the  modified  San 
Joaquin  River  navigation  project  shall  be  repaired  or  restored  by  the 
United  States  as  determined  to  be  necessary  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
over  the  life  of  the  project. 

Crescent  City  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  264, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,980,000; 

Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  106,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $853,000; 

Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor,  California:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  148,  Eighty -eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,360,000; 

Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  76, 
Eighty -ninth  Congress,  maintenance.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  any  work  done  by  such  interests 
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on  such  project  after  August  1,  1965,  if  he  approves  such  work  as  being 
in  accordance  with  the  project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  62  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $696,000; 

Chetco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  21,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1 ,308,000; 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  43, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,000,000; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  147, 
Eighty -eighth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors  for  light-draft  vessels,  Hawaii: 
House  Document  Numbered  353,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,737,000; 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  68,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and,  Barbers  Point  Harbor,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House 
Jdocument  Numbered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
J$9,928,000; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  75,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,291 ,000; 

BEACH  EROSION 

Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numbered  228, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  186,  Eighty - 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  325,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  periodic  nourishment; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered 
323,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $319,000; 

Duval  County,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  273,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,266,000; 

Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered  159,  Eighty -ninth 
JJongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $ 392,000 ; 

J  Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  107, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $572,000; 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  104,  Eighty - 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,490,000. 

Sec.  302.  Section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat. 
297,300),  as  amended  by  section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962 
(76  Stat.  1173,  1180),  is  hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  104 ■  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  a  comprehensive  program 
to  provide  for  control  and  progressive  eradication  of  water-hyacinth, 
alligator  weed,  Eurasian  water  milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant 
growths,  from  the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams,  connecting  channels, 
and  other  allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in  the  combined  interest  of 
navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wildlife  conser¬ 
vation,  public  health,  and  related  purposes,  including  continued  research 
for  development  of  the  most  effective  and  economic  control  measures,  to  be 
administered  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies. 
Local  interests  shall  agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from 
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claims  that  may  occur  from  control  operations  and  to  participate  to  the 
extent  of  30  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such  operations.  Costs  for  research 
and  planning  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  authorities  of  this  section  shall 
be  borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts,  not  inex¬ 
cess  of  $5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section.  Any  such  funds  employed  for  control  operations 
shall  be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority  basis,  based 
upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability  of  local 
funds.” 

Sec.  303.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  granted  for  the  purposes 
of  section  9  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401),  to  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  to  construct  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna  River,  downstream 
from  the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury,  Pennsylvania. 

Sec.  304-  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed 
to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations  and  subject  to  all 
applicable  provisions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1950:* 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine.  ■ 

Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and.  their  tributaries,  New  Hampshire,  and 
adjoining  tributaries  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  New  Hampshire  and 
Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  providing  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 

Popponesset  Bay,  Massachusetts. 

Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to  nature  and  extent  of  meas¬ 
ures  necessary  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  scenic  beauty  of  the  American 
Falls. 

Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway:  Investigation  and  study  of 
means  of  extending  the  navigation  season  on  the  waterways  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  not  to  exceed  %75,000.  Report  to  include  a  full  and  complete 
investigation  and  study  of  waterway  deicing  systems,  including  a  review 
of  any  previous  pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of  the  Army,  any 
available  information  from  any  of  the  other  Departments  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  waterway  deicing  methods  in  use  by  private  concerns  and 
foreign  governments,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  practicability, 
means,  and  economic  justification  for  extending  the  navigation  season  on 
the  Great  Lakes  (including  connecting  channels  and  harbors)  and  thes 
Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  by  eliminating  ice  conditions  to  the  exten ^ 
possible.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may  submit  such  interim  reports  as 
may  be  deemed  advisable,  and  shall  submit  his  final  reports,  together 
with  his  recommendations  for  such  legislation  and  administrative  ac¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  advisable,  not  later  than  two  years  after  funds  are 
made  available  for  the  study. 

Lake  Dauterive  and  Chareton  Floodgate,  Louisiana. 

Dickinson  Bayou,  Texas. 

Manchester  Harbor,  Washington. 

Gulfport  Harbor,  Mississippi. 

Calumet  River,  Illinois. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  from  about  mile  29  West  of  Harvey  Lock 
to  U.S.  Highway  No.  90  in  vicinity  of  Boutte,  Louisiana. 

Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  Caloosahatchee  River  to  the  WitWa- 
coochee  River,  Florida,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advisability  of 
modifying  the  project,  with  particular  reference  to  provision  for  a  side 
channel  or  connecting  channel  improvement  through  Cross  Bayou  to  Old 
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Tampa  Bay,  in  the  vicinity  of  Howard  Frankland  Bridge,  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  related  purposes. 

San  Francisco  County,  California  ( beach  erosion). 

Lake  Michigan  Shoreline,  Milwaukee  County,  Wisconsin  ( beach 
erosion ) . 

Indian  River  County,  Florida  ( beach  erosion). 

Marquette  County,  Michigan  ( comprehensive ). 

Sec.  305.  The  first  proviso  in  the  paragraph  which  begins  11  James 
River,  Virginia:”  in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962 
(. Public  Law  87-87 If)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “after  a  period  of  five 
years  from  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia 
has  endorsed  the  project  within  that  time”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“October  23,  1971,  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the 
project  by  that  date”. 

Sec.  306.  Section  107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  19)8  (62  Stat. 
117 f)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$5,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$22,000”. 

)  Sec.  307.  That  portion  of  the  East  River,  in  New  York  County,  State 
of  New  York,  lying  between  the  south  line  of  East  Seventeenth  Street, 
extended  eastwardly,  the  United  States  pierhead  line  as  it  existed  on 
July  1,  1965,  and  the  south  line  of  East  Thirtieth  Street,  extended  east¬ 
wardly,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  water  of  the  United  States 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  308.  The  old,  channel  of  the  River  Raisin  in  Monroe  County, 
Michigan,  lying  between  the  Monroe  Harbor  range  front  light  and  Raisin 
Point,  its  entrance  into  Lake  Erie,  is  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  stream 
of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the 
filling  in  of  the  old  channel  by  the  riparian  owners  on  such  channel. 

Sec.  309.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat. 
303)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

“Sec.  111.  Whenever,  during  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  any 
navigation,  flood  control,  or  related  water  development  project  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  determines 
that  any  structure  or  facility  owned  by  an  agency  of  government  and  uti¬ 
lized  in  the  performance  of  a  governmental  function  should  be  protected, 

.  altered,  reconstructed,  relocated,  or  replaced  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
)  navigation  or  flood  control,  or  both;  or  to  preserve  the  safety  or  integrity 
of  such  facility  when  its  safety  or  usefulness  is  determined  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  to  be  adversely  affected  or  threatened  by  the  project,  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  may,  if  he  deems  such  action  to  be  in  the  public 
interest,  enter  into  a  contract  providing  for  (1 )  the  payment  from  appro¬ 
priations  made  for  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  such  project,  of 
the  reasonable  cost  of  replacing,  relocating,  or  reconstructing  such  facility 
to  such  standard  as  he  deems  reasonable  but  not  to  exceed  the  minimum 
standard  of  the  State  or  political  subdivision  for  the  same  type  of  facility 
involved,  except  that  if  the  existing  facility  exceeds  the  minimum  standard 
of  the  State  or  political  subdivision,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  provide 
a  facility  of  comparable  standard,  or  (2)  the  payment  of  a  lump  sum 
representing  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof.  This  section  shall 
not  be  construed  as  modifying  any  existing  or  future  requirement  of  local 
cooperation,  or  as  indicating  a  policy  that  local  interests  shall  not  here¬ 
after  be  required  to  .assume  costs  of  modifying  such  facilities.  The 
provisions  of  this  section  may  be  applied  to  projects  hereafter  authorized 
and  to  those  heretofore  authorized  but  not  completed  as  of  July  3,  1958, 
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and  notwithstanding  the  navigation  servitude  vested  in  the  United  States, 
th  ty  may  be  applied  to  such  structures  or  facilities  occupying  the  beds 
o  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  810.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  107  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1960  (83  U.S.C.  577)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$8,000,000” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$10,000,000” . 

(8)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  107  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$800,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$500,000” . 

(b)  Section  8  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  Federal  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly  owned  property” , 
approved  August  18,  1946,  as  amended  (38  U.S.C.  486 g),  is  amended 
(1)  by  striking  out  “$8,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$10,000,000” ,  and  (8)  by  striking  out  “$400,000”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$500,000” . 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any 
project  under  contract  for  construction  on  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

Sec.  811.  The  project  for  Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and 
Indiana,  as  authorized  by  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1968  (76  Stat.  1178),  is  modified  in  order  to  authorize  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  at  his  discretion,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  to  provide  at  Federal  cost  (1 )  such  protection  for  the  Elgin, 
Joliet,  and  Eastern  Railway  bridge  over  the  Calumet  River,  Chicago, 
Illinois,  as  is  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the  full  width  of  the  south 
draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty-seven  feet,  (8)  such  temporary  protection 
for  the  center  pier  and  the  south  abutment  of  the  New  York,  Chicago, 
and  Saint  Louis  Railroad  bridge  (Nickel  Plate)  as  is  necessary  to  permit 
dredging  of  the  full  width  of  the  south  bridge  draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty  - 
seven  feet  prior  to  its  replacement,  and  (3)  such  modification  of  the 
channel  limits  as  is  necessary  to  insure  full  use  of  each  such  draw. 

Sec.  318.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  a  complete  investigation 
and,  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin, 
including  the  waters  of  the  Baltimore  Harbor  and  including,  but  not 
limited  to,  the  following:  navigation,  fisheries,  flood  control,  control  of 
noxious  weeds,  water  pollution,  water  quality  control,  beach  erosion,  and 
recreation.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  construct,  operate,  and{ 
maintain  in  the  State  of  Maryland  a  hydraulic  model  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  Basin  and  associated  technical  center.  Such  model  and  center  may 
be  utilized,  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  deems 
necessary,  by  any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 
Government  or  of  the  States  of  Maryland,  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania, 
in  connection  with  any  research,  investigation,  or  study  being  carried  on 
by  them  of  any  aspect  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin.  The  study  author¬ 
ized  by  this  section  shall  be  given  priority. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  to 
carry  out  this  section. 

Sec.  818.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  transmit  to  the  Committees 
on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  not 
later  than  June  80,  1968,  a  suggested  draft  of  legislation  revising  and 
codifying  the  general  and  permanent  laws  relating  to  civil  works  proj¬ 
ects  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  navigation,  beach  erosion  control, 
flood  control,  and  related  water  resources  development.  The  Secretary 
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shall  also  submit  a  report  explaining  the  proposed  legislation,  and 
making  specific  reference  to  each  change  in  or  omission  oj  any  provision 
o  f  existing  law. 

Sec.  314-  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  shall  make  a  study  of  the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of,  the  Federal 
Government  reimbursing  States,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  other 
public  entities,  for  expenditures  incurred  by  them  in  connection  with 
authorized  projects  for  improvement  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other 
waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  hurricane  protection,  beach  ero¬ 
sion  control,  and  other  water  resources  development  purposes,  to  the 
extent  that  such  expenditures  are  incurred  after  the  initiation  of  the 
survey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  such  authorized,  projects.  The 
Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress,  not  later  than  January  31,  1967,  the 
results  of  such  study  together  with  his  recommendations  in  connection 
therewith. 

Sec.  315.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “ River  and  Harbor 
1965”. 

the  House  agree  to  the  same. 


Act  of 
I  And 


George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Jim  Wright, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


Pat  McNamara, 

Jennings  Randolph, 
Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Frank  E.  Moss, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to 
the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preserva¬ 
tion  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement 
in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report : 

The  House  amendment  strikes  out  all  of  the  Senate  bill  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  inserts  a  substitute.  The  Senate  recedes  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  House,  with  an  amendment^ 
which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amend-* 
ment.  The  differences  between  the  House  amendment  and  the  substi¬ 
tute  agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  in  the  following  outline,  except 
for  incidental  changes  made  necessary  for  minor  technical,  clerical, 
or  clarifying  purposes. 


ST.  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  on 
the  St.  John  River,  Maine,  as  it  was  approved  by  the  President  on 
July  12,  1965,  and  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  included 
in  the  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a  supplement  to  the  report  of 
July  1963  of  the  international  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project 
and  upper  St.  John  River  hydroelectric  power  development  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $227,000,000. 

The  House  amendment  directs  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  make  a 
survey  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes  of  the  St.  John  River, 
Maine,  separate  and  apart  from  the  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power 
project.  This  survey  is  to  include  a  detailed  study  of  alternative^ 
methods  of  providing  power,  including  thermal  power  development* 
using  nuclear  energy.  This  report  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress 
not  later  than  March  30,  1966. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  bill. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  modification  and  expansion  of  the 
project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Mississippi 
River  adopted  by  the  act  of  May  15,  1928,  to  include  the  projects  and 
plans  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Documents  308  and  319,  88th  Congress,  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$181,109,100.  This  authorization  is  limited  specifically  to  those 
projects  set  forth  in  House  Documents  308  and  319.  The  Senate  bill 
further  provides  that  modified  easements  required  in  the  improvement 
of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Mo.,  floodway  shall  be  acquired  as 
provided  by  section  4  of  the  act  of  May  15,  1928,  and  that  the  pumping 
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plant  on  the  Red  River  backwater  area  shall  be  operated  and  main¬ 
tained  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  House  amendment  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  provision  with  the 
following  exceptions:  First,  the  authorization  for  the  total  lower 
Mississippi  River  project  is  increased  by  the  estimated  cost  of 
$181,109,000  and  thus  this  authorization  is  not  limited  solely  to  the 
projects  set  forth  in  House  Documents  308  and  319.  The  House 
amendment  also  provides  that  the  recommendations  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  shall  apply  with  respect  to  improvements  for  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  that  the  requirement  of  local  cooperation  for  the  im¬ 
provements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin,  Ark.  and  Mo.,  shall  be  the  same 
as  required  by  paragraph  (q)  under  the  heading  “Lower  Mississippi 
River”  in  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House 
amendment  with  the  following  exceptions:  First,  it  limits  the  au¬ 
thorization  to  those  projects  set  forth  in  House  Documents  308  and 
.319,  and  second,  it  provides  that  the  requirement  of  local  cooperation 
)ot  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin  shall  be  reviewed  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  with 
particular  reference  to  Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing  and 
requires  a  report  of  the  results  of  such  review  to  Congress  within 
1  year.  The  conferees  expect  that  the  Secretary  will  remain  within 
the  authorization  in  his  expenditures  for  these  projects  and  should 
there  be  necessity  for  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  authorized  amount, 
he  will  submit  a  request  for  additional  authorization. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  revision  of  the  Waurika  project, 
Oklahoma,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire  lands 
for  the  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $418,000  whenever  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  approves  the  establishment  of  this  refuge. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  this  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  this  provision. 

^  GRAND  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  MISSOURI  AND  IOWA 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  project  on  the  Grand  River  and 
tributaries  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  241,  89th  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $278,635,000. 

The  House  amendment  authorizes  this  project  at  a  reduced  figure 
of  $218,900,000  and  specifically  provides  that  the  Linneus  River 
Reservoir,  St.  Catherine  Reservoir,  the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  local 
protection  works,  and  the  hydroelectric  power  facilities  at  Patton- 
burg  Reservoir  are  not  authorized. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House 
amendment  with  the  exception  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
required  to  review  the  reservoirs,  local  protection  works,  and  hydro¬ 
electric  power  facilities  which  are  not  authorized  and  to  submit  to 
Congress  at  the  earliest  practical  date,  a  new  feasibility  report  on 
these  projects  based  on  this  review.  The  cost  of  this  review  is 
estimated  at  $75,000,  and  these  funds  are  to  come  from  those  author¬ 
ized  for  project  planning  for  the  authorized  project. 
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SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  for  flood  protection  on  San 
Diego  River  (Mission  Valley),  Calif.,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
212,  89th  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,600,000. 

The  House  amendment  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  bill  with  the 
exception  that  the  House  amendment  provides  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  is  authorized  to  credit  local  interests  against  their  required 
contribution  for  any  work  done  by  them  on  the  project  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  act  if  he  approves  such  work  as  being  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  authorized  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill 
with  the  exception  that  in  lieu  of  the  provision  relating  to  crediting 
local  interests  for  work  done  contained  in  the  House  amendment  the 
proposed  conference  substitute  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  may  reimburse  local  interests  for  expenditure  of  funds  used  to 
construct  such  portions  of  the  provision  as  approved  by  the  Chief  o| 
Engineers  and  constructed  under  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 
The  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  expect  that  the  supervision  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  required  in  this  provision  shall  be  only  that 
which  is  necessary  to  insure  that  the  actual  construction  is  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  approved  plan. 

MINNESOTA  RIVER  AT  MANKATO,  MINN. 

The  House  amendment  provides  for  the  modification  of  the  project 
on  the  Minnesota  River  at  Mankato  in  North  Mankato,  Minn., 
authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  to  permit  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  credit  local  interests  against  their  required  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  project  for  any  work  done  by  them  on  the  project  aftei 
April  1,  1965,  if  he  approves  such  work  as  being  in  accordance  with 
the  authorized  project. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  this  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  bill 
with  the  following  modifications:  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
credit  local  interests  for  any  work  necessitated  by  extreme  high  water 
w’hich  is  done  between  April  1,  1965,  and  February  1,  1966,  if  hi 
approves  it  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  authorized  project. 

MILFORD  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  section  requiring  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  to  pay  to  a  lessee  or  permittee  owning  improvements 
situated  totally  or  partially  on  a  railroad  right-of-way,  the  fair  value 
of  those  improvements  which  are  rendered  or  will  be  rendered  inoper¬ 
ative  or  otherwise  adversely  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  Mil¬ 
ford  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  on  the  Republican  River,  Kans.  In 
no  case  is  the  owner  of  such  improvements  to  receive  dual  compensa¬ 
tion  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  provide  funds 
necessary  from  moneys  appropriated  for  Milford  Dam  and  Reservoir 
project. 

The  Senate  bill  contains  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  contains  no  such  provision. 
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LOCAL  COOPERATION  REQUIREMENTS 

The  Senate  bill  contains  a  provision  which  authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  purchase  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  to  make 
loans  for  a  period  not  exceeding  50  years  to  enable  responsible  local 
interests  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  to 
contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  water  resource  proj¬ 
ects  within  those  areas  which  are  declared  eligible  for  financial  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act  or  any  similar  act.  There 
is  no  dollar  limitation  on  the  amount  authorized  to  be  expended  for 
these  purposes  in  the  Senate  bill. 

The  House  amendment  contains  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  contains  a  section  which  pro¬ 
vides  that  in  the  case  of  river  and  harbor,  flood  control,  hurricane 
protection,  and  beach  erosion  control  projects  which  are  authorized 
by  Congress  and  which  are  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  which  are  located  wholly  or  partly  in  an 
Vea  eligible  for  financial  assistance  under  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  to  purchase  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  to  make  loans 
for  a  period  not  to  exceed  50  years  to  enable  responsible  local  interests 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  to  contribu¬ 
tions  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  only  those  projects.  Further, 
a  limitation  is  imposed  on  the  authorization  of  not  to  exceed  $10,000,- 
000  per  fiscal  year  for  this  purpose  for  the  present  fiscal  year  and  the 
next  4  succeeding  fiscal  years. 

LORAIN  HARBOR,  OHIO 

The  House  amendment  modifies  the  project  for  Lorain  Harbor, 
Ohio,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to 
construct  a  steel  bulkhead  at  cut  No.  1.  Local  interests  are  required 
to  contribute  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of 
the  original  authorization  of  the  project  that  would  have  been  re¬ 
quired  for  cut  No.  1  but  for  this  modification. 

The  Senate  bill  did  not  contain  this  provision. 

^  The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House 
amendment  with  the  exception  that' instead  of  authorizing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  construct  a  steel  bulkhead  at  cut  No.  1,  he  is 
authorized  to  construct  such  bank  stabilization  works  at  that  cut  as 
may  be  necessary  in  his  discretion  to  keep  the  navigation  channel  in 
its  proper  alinement,  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $1,600,000. 
It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  that  by 
this  modification  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  given  a  greater  latitude 
to  construct  whatever  bank  stabilization  works  (including  bulkheads) 
he  determines  necessary  to  protect  the  proper  alinement  of  the  chan¬ 
nel,  which  is  totally  a  Federal  responsibility. 

BURNS  WATERWAY  HARBOR,  IND. 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  project  fdr  Burns  Waterway  Harbor, 
Ind.,  House  Document  160,  88th  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$25,000,000  with  a  proviso  that  any  funds  appropriated  for  construc¬ 
tion  are  not  to  be  utilized  until  such  time  as  the  Indiana  Dunes  have 
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been  preserved  and  protected  as  a  national  lakeshore  by  act  of 
Congress. 

The  House  amendment  also  authorizes  this  project  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $25,000,000,  with  provision  for  a  monetary  contribution  toward 
the  cost  of  construction  of  the  harbor  by  the  State  of  Indiana  on  condi¬ 
tion  that  the  design  be  agreed  upon  by  the  State  of  Indiana  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  together  with  certain  other  conditions  specifi¬ 
cally  designed  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States.  Further, 
the  House  amendment  provides  that  this  authorization  is  not  adversely 
to  affect  or  otherwise  prejudice  the  establishment  of  all  or  any  part  of 
the  Indiana  Dunes  as  a  national  lakeshore. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  authorizes  this  projects  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $25,000,000.  It  further  provides  that  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  reimburse  the  State  of  Indiana  for  the  expenditure 
of  funds  used  to  construct  such  portions  of  the  project  as  are  approved 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  constructed  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers.  Construction  is  required  to  be  initiated  withiiL 
3  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act  or  authority  to  reinf 
burse  the  State  of  Indiana  expires.  The  State  is  further  requirea 
to  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that 
water  and  air  pollution  sources  will  be  controlled  to  the  maximum 
extent  feasible  in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on  public 
recreational  areas  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  harbor.  No  appro¬ 
priation  is  authorized  to  be  made  for  the  construction  of  this  project 
until  the  Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore  has  been  voted  upon  by 
both  Houses  of  Congress  in  the  same  Congress.  The  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  House  expect  that  the  supervision  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
required  in  this  provision  shall  be  only  that  which  is  necessary  to  in¬ 
sure  that  the  actual  construction  is  in  accordance  with  the  approved 
plan. 

TRINITY  RIVER,  TEX. 

The  House  amendment  authorizes  the  project  for  the  Trinity  River 
and  tributaries,  Texas,  in  House  Document  276,  89th  Congress,  in¬ 
cluding  navigation,  except  that  the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated  March  14,  1963,  shall  apply,  and 
further  authorizes  $83,000,000  for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment, 
of  the  project.  ■ 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  this  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House 
amendment  with  the  addition  of  a  requirement  that  prior  to  ex¬ 
penditure  of  any  funds  for  construction  of  those  features  designed 
exclusively  for  navigation  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit  to 
Congress  a  reevaluation  based  upon  current  criteria. 

CALUMET  HARBOR  AND  RIVER,  ILL.  AND  IND. 

The  House  amendment  modifies  the  project  for  Calumet  Harbor 
and  River,  Ill.  and  Ind.,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1963  to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  to  provide  at  Federal  cost  protection  to  two 
bridges  over  the  Calumet  River  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the 
full  width  of  the  south  draw  to  a  depth  of  27  feet,  together  with 
modifications  of  channel  limits  necessary  to  insure  full  use  of  each 
draw. 
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The  Senate  bill  contains  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  with  the  exception  that  the  phrase  “at  his  discretion”  has  been 
inserted  to  grant  th6*Chief  of  Engineers  full  latitude  to  determine 
the  necessity  for  this  work. 

CHESAPEAKE  BAY  BASIN 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  provision  authorizing  and  direct¬ 
ing  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
to  make  a  complete  investigation  and  study  of  water  utilization  and 
control  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin  and  to  construct,  operate,  and 
maintain  in  Maryland  a  hydraulic  model  of  the  Cheapeake  Bay  Basin 
and  associated  technical  center.  It  provides  that  this  model  and 
center  may  be  utilized,  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
Secretary,  by  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States  of  Maryland, 
Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania  in  connection  with  research,  investiga¬ 
tions,  or  studies  being  carried  on  by  them  on  any  aspect  of  the  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay  Basin.  This  provision  further  authorizes  an  appropriation 
of  not  to  exceed  $8,500,000. 

The  Senate  bill  contains  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the  same  as  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  except  that  the  authorization  has  been  reduced  from  $8,500,000 
to  $6,000,000. 


CITY  OF  CLINTON  BRIDGE  COMMISSION 

The  House  amendfnent  contains  a  provision  which  would  revive 
and  reenact  the  act  approved  December  21,  1944,  as  amended,  to 
extend  the  period  of  time  during  which  a  bridge  or  bridges  may  be 
constructed  across  the  Mississippi  River,  in  the  vicinity  of  Clinton, 
Iowa,  and  Fulton,  Ill.,  by  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission, 
provided  actual  construction  thereof  is  commenced  within  3  years  and 
completed  within  5  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act.  It 
would  also  authorize  the  commission  to  use  any  available  bridge 
revenues  or  other  funds,  or  to  borrowT  money  and  issue  its  negotiable 
interest-bearing  notes  in  evidence  thereof  to  defray  the  cost  of  designing, 
^engineering,  and  planning  a  new  bridge  or  bridges,  and  to  acquire 
lands  for  the  location  and  approaches  thereto.  It  would  further 
amend  existing  law,  relative  to  the  issuance  of  bonds,  by  removing 
the  present  limitations  that  refunding  bonds  shall  mature  within  25 
years  and  shall  not  exceed  in  principal  amount  the  principal  amount 
of  outstanding  bonds  replaced  by  such  refunding  bonds,  and  by 
authorizing  the  commission  to  issue  refunding  bonds  to  pay  any 
indebtedness  of  the  commission  and  to  include  as  a  part  of  the  issue 
of  bonds  to  finance  the  cost  of  a  bridge  additional  bonds  to  refinance 
any  outstanding  bonds  and  notes.  Also,  the  required  weekly  publica¬ 
tion  of  advertisement  for  bids  for  the  sale  of  bonds  would  be  reduced 
from  4  to  2  consecutive  weeks.  It  further  provides  for  the  payment, 
or  a  sinking  fund  sufficient  fpr  the  payment,  of  notes,  and  interest 
thereon,  issued  to  pay  the  cost  of  designing,  engineering,  and  planning 
any  new  bridge  or  bridges  and  to  acquire  lands  for  the  location  and 
approaches  thereto,  in  addition  to  bonds  and  interest,  before  the 
commission  shall  convey  any  bridge  or  bridges  to  the  States  of  Iowa 
and  Illinois,  or  any  municipalities  or  agencies  thereof,  and  keeps  intact 
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the  requirement  of  existing  law  that  any  bridge  or  bridges  shall  be 
operated  by  the  commission  free  of  tolls,  after  all  of  the  outstanding 
indebtedness  thereon  has  been  retired,  until  accepted  by  the  States  of 
Iowa  and  Illinois,  or  any  municipalities  or  agencies  thereof. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  such  a  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  such  a  pro¬ 
vision.  The  conferees  agreed  that  the  deletion  of  this  provision  is  not 
to  be  construed  to  prejudice  in  any  way  the  full  consideration  of  the 
necessity  for  this  legislation  and  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agreed  to  this  deletion  only  after  having  received  assurances  that  at  an 
early  date  of  the  second  session  of  this  Congress  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  would  hold  full  and  complete  hearings  on 
H.R.  3788  as  passed  the  House. 

MUSCATINE  BRIDGE  COMMISSION 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  provision  which  would  amend 
the  act  of  July  26,  1956  (70  Stat.  669,  Public  Law  811,  84th  Cong.)# 
to  which  the  act  of  April  27,  1962  (76  Stat.  59,  Public  Law  87-441)* 
was  made  applicable,  to  extend  the  period  of  time  during  which  a 
bridge  may  be  constructed  across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the 
city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  the  town  of  Drury,  Ill.,  by  the  Musca¬ 
tine  Bridge  Commission,  provided  that  actual  construction  of  such 
bridge  is  commenced  within  3  years  and  completed  within  5  years 
from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  such  a  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does  not  contain  such  a  pro¬ 
vision.  The  conferees  agree  that  the  deletion  of  this  provision  is  not 
to  be  construed  to  prejudice  in  any  way  the  full  consideration  of  the 
necessity  for  this  legislation,  and  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House 
agreed  on  this  deletion  only  after  having  received  assurances  that  at  an 
early  date  of  the  second  session  of  this  Congress  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  would  hold  full  and  complete  hearings  on 
H.R.  3976  as  passed  the  House. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Ed  Edmondson,  f 

Jim  Wright, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
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House  of  Representatives 


The  House  met  at  fa  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.D.,  prefaced  his  prayer  with  these 
words  of  Scripture:  Psalm  85:  8:  I  will 
hear  what  God  the  Lord  wujiay  unto 
us  for  He  will  speak  peace  tNj.to  His 
people. 

Almighty  God,  who  art  always  sneak¬ 
ing  unto  us  through  Thy  Holy  Word,  may 
this  verse  of  sacred  Scripture,  with  n 
message  of  peace  and  loving  kindness,'' 
of  comfort  and  assurance,  be  unto  us  a 
revealing  light  and  a  sustaining  power 
during  all  the  hours  of  this  new  day. 

We  rejoice  that  Thy  Word  is  a  lamp 
unto  our  feet  and  its  entrance  giveth 
light  to  our  path. 

Grant  that  the  meditations  of  our 
hearts  may  daily  be  tempered  and  dis¬ 
ciplined  by  the  spirit  of  charity  and  sym¬ 
pathy,  of  tolerance  and  cooperation,  as 
we  seek  to  solve  the  difficult  problems  of 
human  relationships. 

May  Thy  Word  illumine  our  spiritual 
insight  and  bring  it  into  harmony  with 
a  great  faith  and  enable  us  to  meet  each 
day  with  courage  and  fidelity. 

In  Christ’s  name  we  pray.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  Journal  of  the  preceding  session. 

Mr.  SCHMIDHAUSER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  demand  that  the  Journal  be  read  ir 
full. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Journal  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  Thursday,  October  14/1965. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  Journal  of  Thursday,  October  14, 
1965,  as  read,  will  stand  approved. 

There  was  no  objection. 


MESSAGE  FROM, THE  SENATE 

A  message  from/the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of /its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Sena/  had  passed  without 
amendment  bjfls  and  a  joint  resolution 
of  the  Hous/of  the  following  titles: 

H.R.  1218/ An  act  for  the  relief  of  T.  W. 
Holt  &  Co/  and/or  Holt  Import  &  Export  Co.; 

H.R./)88.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Irving  M. 
SobiiyChemical  Co.,  Inc.; 

8646.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rifkin 
tiles  Corp.; 


H.R.  10292.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hilda 
Shen  Tsiang; 

H.R.  11096.  An  act  to  authorize  the  disposal 
of  graphite,  quartz  crystals,  and  lump  steatite 
talc  from  the  national  stockpile  or  the  sup¬ 
plemental  stockpile,  or  both; 

H.R.  11303.  An  act  to  amend  section  18  of 
the  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act,  as  amended; 
and 

H. J.  Res.  597.  Joint  resolution  providing  for 
the  erection  of  a  memorial  to  the  late  Dr. 
Robert  H.  Goddard,  the  father  of  rocketry. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the  , 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  In 
whifeh  the  concurrence  of  the  Hous/is 
requeued,  bills  of  the  House  of  the-’ fol¬ 
lowing  titles:  / 

H.R.  168V  An  act  to  amend  title/38  of  the 
United  States  Code  to  provide  increases  in  the 
rates  of  disability  compensation,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

H.R.  10097.  An'^ct  for  relief  of  North 
Counties  Hydro-Electric  Q6.;  and 

H.R.  10369.  An  actSto  give  the  consent  of 
Congress  to  the  State^of  Connecticut,  Rhode 
Island,  and  Vermont/ to  enter  into  a  compact 
providing  for  buy  taxation  proration  and 
reciprocity. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  o\the  com¬ 
mittee  qi  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  m  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  CH.R. 
92/))  entitled  “An  act  making  appi 
nations  for  certain  civil  functions  ac 
'ministered  by  the  Department  of  De-' 
fense,  the  Panama  Canal,  certain 
agencies  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 
Corporation,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority,  and  the  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1966,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
and  concurred  in  House  amendment  to 
Senate  amendment  No.  17. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  House  amendment 
to  the  Senate  amendment  No.  LI  to  the 
bill  H.R.  9022,  an  act  to  amend  Public 
Laws  815  and  874,  81st  Congress,  to  pro¬ 
vide  financial  assistance  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  public  elementary 
and  secondary  schools  in  areas  affected 
by  a  major  disaster;  to  eliminate  inequi¬ 
ties  in  the  application  of  Public  Law  815 
in  certain  military. base  closings ;  to  make 


uniform  eligibility  ’*  requirements  for 
school  districts  in  Public  Law  874;  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title : 

S.  2084.  An  act  to  provide  for  scenic  devel¬ 
opment  and  road  beautification  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  systems. 


/  The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  7812)  entitled  “An  act  to 
authorize  the  loan  of  naval  vessels  to 
friendly  foreign  countries,  and  for  other 
purposes,  disagreed  to  by  the  House; 
agrees  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell  of  Georgia,  Mr.  Byrd  of  Virginia, 
Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Symington,  Mr.  Sal- 
tonstall,  and  Mrs.  Smith  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  8310)  entitled  “An  act  to 
amend  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Act  to  assist  in  providing  more  flexibility 
in  the  financing  and  administration  of 
State  rehabilitation  programs,  and  to 
assist  in  the  expansion  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  services  and  facilities  provided 
under  such  programs,  particularly  for 
the  mentally  retarded  and  other  groups 
resenting  special  vocational  rehabilita¬ 
tion  problems,  and  for  other  purposes, 
disagreed  to  by  the  House;  agrees  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  House  on  the 
disagreOmg  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Yarborough, 
Mr.  Williams  of  New  Jersey,  Mr.  Pell, 
Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts,  Mr. 
Javits,  and  Mis.  Murphy  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  past  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  als\announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  dHJs  of  the  following 
titles,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested : 

S.  317.  An  act  for  tbe  relief  of  the  Swans- 
ton  Equipment  Co. 


SWEARING  IN  OF  MEMI 
Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  Is 


.ask 


unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
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rom  Louisiana,  Mr.  Edwin  W.  Edwards, 
permitted  to  take  the  oath  of  office 
today.  His  certificate  of  election  has  not 
arrived,  but  there  is  no  contest,  and  no 
question  has  been  raised  with  regard  to 
his  Election. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  Ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ^EDWARDS  of  Louisiana  appeared 
at  the  bar  of  the  House  and  took  the  oath 
of  office'. 

Call  of  the  house 

Mr.  SckMIDHAUSER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  make  the,  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  presen' 

Mr.  ALBE&T.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  thh  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Member^  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 
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Abbitt 

[Roll  No.  371] 
Goociell 

O’Konski 

Andrews, 

Gray\ 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

George  W. 

Green-,  Oreg. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Andrews, 

Gubset 

Philbin 

N.  Dak. 

Gurney> 

Pickle 

Aspinall 

Hagan,  pa. 

Poage 

Bell 

Halleck  \ 

Pool 

Berry 

Hanna  \ 

Powell 

Blatnik 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Purcell 

Bolling 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Quillen 

Bonner 

Hardy  \ 

Reifel 

Brock 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Resnick 

Cahill 

Hays  \ 

Reuss 

Callaway 

Henderson  \ 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Casey 

Holifleld  \ 

Roudebush 

Celler 

Horton  \ 

Schisler 

Cleveland 

Hosmer  \ 

Sisk 

Clevenger 

Hull  \ 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Conable 

Jennings 

i  Stephens 

Conyers 

Kluczynski 

(Stratton 

Culver 

Kornegay 

Sweeney 

Davis,  Ga. 

Laird 

Talcott 

Dickinson 

Latta 

Taylor 

Diggs 

Lindsay 

Tfenzer 

Donohue 

Long,  Md. 

Thomas 

Dow 

Love 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

McDowell 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Edmondson 

McEwen 

Torn 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Mackay 

Tunfaey 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Madden 

Vivian 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Walker,  Miss. 

Fino 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Watkins 

Fisher 

Mills 

Weltner 

Flynt 

Mize 

Whitten 

Fogarty 

Monagan 

Wilson,  Bob 

Ford, 

Morton 

Wilson,  \ 

Gerald  R. 

Mosher 

Charles,  H. 

Frelinghuysen 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Wyatt  \ 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Nelsen 

Young  \ 

Fuqua 

Nix 

Gathings 

O’Brien 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
bert).  On  this  rollcall  314  Memt 
have  answered  to  their  names,  a  quorur 
By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispense 
with. 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  ACT  OF  1965 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama  submitted  the 
following  conference  report  on  the  bill 
(S.  2300)  authorizing  the  construction, 
repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public 
works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  naviga¬ 
tion,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  was  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1170) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  2300) 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 


for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  foUows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“TITLE  I — northeastern  united  states  water 
supply 

“Sec.  101.  (a)  Congress  hereby  recognizes 
that  assuring  adequate  supplies  of  water  for 
the  great  metropolitan  centers  of  the  United 
States  has  become  a  problem  of  such  magni¬ 
tude  that  the  welfare  and  prosperity  of  this 
country  require  the  Federal  Government  to 
assist  in  the  solution  of  water  supply  prob¬ 
lems.  Therefore,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State, 
and  local  agencies  in  preparing  plans  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Water  Resources  Planning 
Act  (Public  Law  89-80)  to  meet  the  long- 
range  water  needs  of  the  northeastern 
United  States.  This  plan  may  provide  for 
the  construction,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  by  the  United  States  of  (1)  a  system 
of  major  reservoirs  to  be  located  within 
those  river  basins  of  the  Northeastern  United 
States  which  drain  into  the  Chesapeake  Bay, 
those  that  drain  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
north  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those  that 
drain  into  Lake  Ontario,  and  those  that 
drain  into  the  Saint  Lawrence  River,  (2) 
major  conveyance  facilities  by  which  water 
may  be  exchanged  between  these  river  basins 
to  the  extent  found  desirable  in  the  national 
interest,  and  (3)  major  purification  facili¬ 
ties.  Such  plans  shall  provide  for  appropri¬ 
ate  financial  participation  by  the  States,  po¬ 
litical  subdivisions  thereof,  and  other  local 
interests. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  con¬ 
struct,  operate,  and  maintain  those  reser¬ 
voirs,  conveyance  facilities,  and  purification 
facilities,  which  are  recommended  in  the 
plan  prepared  in  accordance  with  subsec¬ 
tion  (a)  of  this  section,  and  which  are  spe¬ 
cifically  authorized  by  law  enacted  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

“(c)  Each  reservoir  included  in  the  plan 
authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  considered 
as  a  component  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for 
the  optimum  development  of  the  river  basin 
in  which  it  is  situated,  as  well  as  a  compo¬ 
nent  of  the  plan  established  in  accordance 
with  this  section. 

“TITLE  n - FLOOD  CONTROL 

“Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
any  water  resource  development  project,  in¬ 
cluding  single  and  multiple  purpose  projects 
involving,  but  not  limited  to,  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  shore  protection,  if  the  esti¬ 
mated  Federal  first  cost  of  constructing  such 
project  is  less  than  $10,000,000.  No  appro¬ 
priation  shall  be  made  to  construct,  operate, 
or  maintain  any  such  project  if  such  project 
has  not  been  approved  by  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives,  re¬ 
spectively.  For  the  purpose  of  security  con¬ 
sideration  of  such  approval  the  Secretary 
shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  of  such 
proposed  project,  including  all  relevant  data 
and  all  costs. 

“(b)  Any  water  resource  development 
project  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  this 
section  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  require¬ 
ments  of  local  cooperation  as  it  would  be  if 
the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  such  proj¬ 
ect  were  $10,000,000  or  more. 

“Sec.  202.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved 
June  22,  1936  (Public  Law  Numbered  738, 
Seventy-fourth  Congress) ,  as  amended  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938 


(Public  Law  Numbered  761,  Seventy-fifth 
Congress) ,  shall  apply  to  all  works  author¬ 
ized  in  this  title  except  that  for  any  chan¬ 
nel  improvement  or  channel  rectification 
project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  said  Act  of  June  22,  1936,  shall  ap¬ 
ply  thereto,  and  except  as  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  by  law,  the  authorization  for  any  flood 
control  project  authorized  by  this  Act  re¬ 
quiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five 
years  from  the  date  on  which  local  interests 
are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  co¬ 
operation,  unless  said  interests  shall  within 
said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the  required 
cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

“Sec.  203.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  December  22,  1944  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  second 
session),  shall  govern  with  respect  to  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  in  this  Act,  and  the  proce¬ 
dures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans, 
proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for 
irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto 
shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

“Sec.  204.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  for  the  benefit  of  navigation  and  the 
control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  in  the  respective  reports  herein¬ 
after  designated  and  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  set  forth  therein.  The  necessary  plans, 
specifications,  and  preliminary  work  may  be 
prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this 
title  with  funds  from  appropriations  here¬ 
after  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  The  projects  authorized  in  this  title 
shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prose¬ 
cuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent 
with  budgetary  requirements.  Penstocks 
and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possi¬ 
ble  future  use  in  the  development  of  hydro¬ 
electric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam 
authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by 
the  Department  of  the  Army  when  approved 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Federal  Power  Commission. 

“Saint  John  River  Basin 
“The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  Saint 
John  River,  Maine,  is  hereby  authorized  as 
approved  by  the  President  on  July  12,  1965, 
and  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
plans  included  in  the  report  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  dated  August  1964,  which  is  a  sup¬ 
plement  to  the  July  1963  report  of  the  Inter¬ 
national  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project 
and  upper  Saint  John  River  hydroelectric 
power  development,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$227,000,000. 

“Housatonic  River  Basin 
The  projects  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Housatonic,  Naugatuck,  and  Still  Rivers  at 
Derby  and  Danbury,  Connecticut,  are  hereby 
authorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $5,100,000. 

“New  England- Atlantic  coastal  area 
“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control 
protection  at  Westerly,  Rhode  Island,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
85,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,287,000. 

“Long  Island  Sound  area 
“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Stratford,  Connecticut,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  292,  Eighty- 
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eighth.  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$4,340,000. 

"Hudson  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Yon¬ 
kers,  Saw  Mill  River,  New  York,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  258,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,924,000. 

"New  York- Atlantic  coastal  area 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  East  Rockaway 
Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay, 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  215,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $32,620,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Staten  Island, 
Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  New  York, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
181,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,230,000. 

“Elizabeth  River  Basin,  New  Jersey 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  the  Elizabeth  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  249, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $9,769,000. 

"Rahway  River  Basin,  New  Jersey 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Rahway  River,  New  Jersey,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  67,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,514,000. 

"Neuse  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reser¬ 
voir,  Neuse  River,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  175, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $18,600,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  New  Bern  and  Vicinity,  North  Carolina,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
183,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $10,400,000. 

"Middle  Atlantic  coastal  area 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
and  beach  erosion  control  at  Oeracoke  Is¬ 
land,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,636,000. 

"Flint  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir, 
Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  567,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$40,378,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee 
Reservoir,  Flint  River,  Georgia,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially,  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567. 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $48,275,000. 

" Central  and  Southern  Florida  Basin 
“Comprehensive  plan 

“The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes  in  central  and  southern 
Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948, 


and  subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby 
modified  to  include  the  following  items: 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry 
County,  west  of  levees  1,  2,  and  3,  Florida,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  a  estimated  cost  of  $4,986,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  in  South¬ 
west  Dade  County,  Florida,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,- 
903,000. 

"South  Atlantic  coastal  area 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
on  Biscayne  Bay,  Florida,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  213,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,- 
954,000. 

"Phillippi  Creek  Basin,  Florida 

“The  project  for  flood  control  on  Phillippi 
Creek,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 

"Lower  Mississippi  River  Basin 
“Comprehensive  plan 

“The  project  for  flood  control  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  the  lower  Mississippi  River,  adopted 
by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534) ,  as 
amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further 
modified  and  expanded  to  include  the  proj¬ 
ects  and  plans  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ments  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $181,109,- 
000,  except  that  (1)  any  modified  easements 
required  in  the  improvement  of  the  Birds 
Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri,  Floodway  shall 
be  acquired  as  provided  by  section  4  of  the 
Act  of  May  15,  1928,  (2)  the  pumping  plant 
in  the  Red  River  backwater  area  shall  be  op¬ 
erated  and  maintained  by  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers,  (3)  the  recommendations  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  improvements  for  fish  and  wildlife,  and 
(4)  the  requirement  of  local  cooperation  for 
the  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin, 
Arkansas  and  Missouri,  shall  be  reviewed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  with  particular  refer¬ 
ence  to  Federal-  and  non-Federal  cost  shar¬ 
ing,  and  he  shall  report  results  of  such  re¬ 
view  to  Congress  within  one  year  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.  No  appropri¬ 
ation  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization 
contained  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  any  project  other  than  those  set 
forth  in  House  Documents  Numbered  308 
and  319,  Eighty-eighth  Congress. 

“The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River,  Mis¬ 
souri  and  Arkansas,  within  Drainage  Dis¬ 
trict  No.  7,  Poinsett  County,  Arkansas,  is 
hereby  modified  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
57,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,372,000. 

“General  Projects 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Grand  Isle  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
184,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $5,500,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 
at  Morgan  City  and  Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
167,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $3,049,000. 

“The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection 


on  Lake  Pontchartrain,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  231, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
in  that  document  shall  apply  with  respect 
to  the  Seabrook  Lock  feature  of  the  project. 
The  estimated  cost  is  $56,235,000. 

"Ouachita  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Ouachita  River  at  Monroe,  Louisiana,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  in  House  Document  Numbered 
328,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $520,000. 

"Red  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou 
Bodcau  and  tributaries,  Arkansas  and  Louisi¬ 
ana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  203,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

“The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,934,000. 

“The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and 
Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  as  authorized  in  the 
Act  of  October  23,  1962  (76  Stat.  1187),  is 
hereby  modified  in  order  to  provide  for  a 
highway  crossing  Pat  Mayse  Reservoir  to 
replace  the  present  FM  Highway  1499  across 
Sanders  Creek,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$310,000.  Such  crossing  shall  be  constructed 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  accordance  with  such  plans  as 
may  be  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers. 

“ Gulf  of  Mexico 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Buffalo  Bayou  and  tributaries,  White  Oak 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  169,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  High¬ 
land  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  168,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,500,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors 
Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  House 
Document  Numbered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $5,004,000. 

"Rio  Grande  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rio 
Grande  at  El  Paso,  Texas,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  207,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,493,000. 

"Arkansas  River  Basin 

“Comprehensive  Plan 

“The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improve¬ 
ment  of  Arkansas  River  and  tributaries, 
authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
July  24,  1946,  as  amended,  is  hereby  modified 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  pro¬ 
vide  replacement  outfall  facilities  for  the 
Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of 
Pine  Bluff,  Arkansas,  including  such  new 
pumping  facilities  as  may  be  necessary,  at 
the  most  economical  Federal  expense,  but 
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Including  in  the  Federal  expense  the  reason¬ 
able  capitalized  cost  of  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  pumping  facilities  over 
the  cost  of  pumping  now  required  in  the 
existing  system. 

“General  Projects 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Las  Animas,  Colorado,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
165,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,541,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lee 
Creek,  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  270, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $10,000,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Little 
Rock,  Arkansas,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  55,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$363,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Arkansas  River  at  Great  Bend,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
182,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $4,030,000. 

“The  project  for  establishment  of  a  na¬ 
tional  wildlife  refuge  at  the  John  Redmond 
Dam  and  Reservoir,  Grand  (Neosho)  River, 
Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Walnut  River,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$66,036,000. 

"The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir,  Salt  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  242, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,150,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crut- 
cho  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  47,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,801,000. 

“The  project  for  Trinidad  Dam  on  Purga- 
toire  River,  Colorado,  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  325,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  author¬ 
ized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (72 
Stat.  297)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide  that 
in  lieu  of  the  local  cooperation  recommend¬ 
ed  in  paragraph  2(a)  of  the  report  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  dated  July  22,  1954,  pub¬ 
lished  in  said  document,  local  interests  shall 
maintain  the  channel  of  Purgatoire  River 
through  the  city  of  Trinidad.  The  condi¬ 
tions  set  forth  in  paragraphs  2(b)  and  2(c) 
of  said  report  shall  be  applicable  to  the 
project. 

“The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  (form¬ 
erly  known  as  Caddoa  Reservoir) ,  Arkansas 
River,  Colorado,  as  authorized  by  the  Act 
of  June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570),  is  modified 
to  authorize  and  direct  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  use  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  acre- 
feet  of  reservoir  flood  control  storage  space 
for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  main¬ 
taining  a  permanent  pool  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  and  recreational  purposes,  at  such  times 
as  storage  space  may  not  be  available  for 
such  permanent  pool  within  the  conserva¬ 
tion  pool  as  defined  in  article  III  F,  Arkansas 
River  compact  (63  Stat.  145)  except  that — 


“(1)  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  purchase 
and  make  available  any  water  rights  neces¬ 
sary  under  State  law  to  establish  and  there¬ 
after  maintain  the  permanent  pool. 

“(2)  The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado 
and  Kansas  to  those  waters  available  to  them 
under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  com¬ 
pact  and  under  the  laws  of  their  respective 
States  shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired 
by  anything  contained  in  this  paragraph. 

“(3)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  give  any  preference  to  the 
permanent  pool  over  other  project  purposes. 

“(4)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined 
shall  be  maintained  except  upon  written 
terms  and  conditions  acceptable  and  agreed 
to  (A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the 
interest  of  flood  control,  and  (B)  by  the 
Colorado  State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas  River 
Compact  Administration,  and  the  Colorado 
Water  Conservation  Board,  in  the  interest  of 
establishing,  maintaining,  and  operating  the 
permanent  pool  for  recreational  and  fish  and 
wildlife  purposes. 

“(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  limit  the  authority  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  operate  John  Martin 
Reservoir  for  the  primary  purposes  of  the 
prevention  of  floods  and  the  preservation  of 
life  and  property. 

“Missouri  River  Basin 

“Tlie  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big 
Creek  at  Hays,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  22,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,702,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Nemaha  River  and  tributaries, 
Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  160,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,524,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big 
Sioux  River  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  South 
Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  199,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,400,000,  except  that  such  portion  of  the 
project  as  relates  to  the  area  above  the  city 
limits  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  shall  be  compatible 
with  a  fish  and  wildlife  mitigation  plan  and 
also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the  upper  basin 
of  the  Big  Sioux  River,  both  to  be  approved 
by  the  States  of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
James  River  and  tributaries.  North  Dakota, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  266,  Eighth-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,083,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Fish¬ 
ing  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  281, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $7,260,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Chariton  and  Little  Chariton  Rivers  and 
tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in 
House  Document  Numbered  238,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$9,167,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  241,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $218,009,000.  Nothing  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing  the 
construction  of  Linneus  Reservoir  on  Locust 
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Creek,  St.  Catherine  Reservoir  on  East  Yellow 
Creek,  the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  local  pro¬ 
tection  works,  nor  hydroelectric  power 
facilities  at  Pattonsburg  Reservoir  on  Grand 
River;  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  con¬ 
duct  a  review  of  such  reservoirs,  local  pro¬ 
tection  works,  and  hydroelectric  power 
facilities,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $75,000, 
and  the  funds  authorized  by  this  paragraph 
for  project  planning  are  authorized  to  be 
used  for  such  review.  The  Secretary  shall 
submit  to  Congress,  at  the  earliest  practical 
date,  a  new  feasibility  report  on  such  proj¬ 
ects  based  upon  such  review. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Platte  River  and  tributaries,  Missouri  and 
Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  262,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $26,889,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Sun  River  at  Great  Falls,  Montana,  author¬ 
ized  by  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act 
of  1958  (72  Stat.  297;  Public  Law  85-500)  is 
hereby  modified  to  waive  the  requirement 
that  local  interests  contribute  in  cash  2.16 
per  centum  of  the  actual  construction  cost 
of  all  items  of  work  provided  by  the  United 
States. 

"Ohio  River  basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on 
Chartiers  Creek,  Pennsylvania,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  302, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $12,207,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy 
Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois,  Pennsylvania,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
185,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,654,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Hocking  River,  Ohio, 
in  the  vicinity  of  Athens,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  287, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,520,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek, 
and  Patoka  Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash 
River,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  202,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$72,900,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine 
Dams  and  Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
29,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $44,800,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and 
Reservoir,  Cheat  River,  West  Virginia,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
243,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $133,548,000;  Provided,  That  the  power 
features  of  this  project  shall  not  be  under¬ 
taken  until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  has  completed  action  on  any 
applications  that  may  be  pending  before  that 
agency  for  private  development  of  the 
pumped-storage  facility  of  the  project: 
Provided  further,  That  should  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  act  in  the  affirmative  on 
any  pending  applications,  the  authority  for 
such  project  shall  not  include  Federal  power 
features  and  the  estimated  cost  of  such  proj¬ 
ect  shall  be  $88,402,000:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  dismisses  any  pending  applica¬ 
tions,  Federal  construction  of  such  pumped- 
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storage  power  facilities  is  hereby  authorized 
and  approved. 

"The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reser¬ 
voir,  Upper  Cumberland  River  Basin,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  244,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $4,860,000. 

“The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther 
Creek  Reservoir  projects  and  the  Martin, 
Kentucky,  local  protection  project  on  the 
Big  Sandy  River  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks 
of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and  Virginia,  are 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
246,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  of  $51,491,000.  Prior  to  initiation  of 
construction  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits  and  costs  of 
the  proposed  projects,  including  such  refor¬ 
mulation  as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with 
the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

"Red  River  of  the  North  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Roseau  River,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  282,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$2,550,000. 

"Upper  Mississippi  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East 
Saint  Louis  and  vicinity,  Illinois  (East  Side 
levee  and  sanitary  district),  is  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  329,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $6,180,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illi¬ 
nois,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Congress) , 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  232,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  here¬ 
by  modified  substantially  as  recommended  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  351,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  to 
provide  for  the  deletion  from  the  items  of 
local  cooperation  the  requirement  of  a  cash 
contribution  due  to  changed  land  use,  at 
an  estimated  increased  Federal  cost  of  $3,498,- 
000,  if  local  Interests  make  a  cash  contribu¬ 
tion  of  an  amount  equal  to  the  full  cost  of 
acquisition  of  flowage  easements  in  those 
lands  which  are  no  longer  needed  for  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  Car¬ 
lyle  Reservoir. 

"The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage 
and  Levee  District,  Madison  County,  Illinois, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  150,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

“The  project  for  Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Skunk  River,  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as 
modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in 
House  Document  Numbered  267,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$12,893,000. 

“The  projects  for  flood  protection  at  Mar¬ 
shalltown  and  Waterloo  on  the  Iowa  and 
Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa,  are  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  166,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$17,570,000. 

"The  project  for  the  Zumbro  River,  Minne¬ 
sota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$975,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and 
Whetstone  River,  Minnesota  and  South  Da¬ 


kota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  579,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  and  House  Document 
Numbered  193,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 

“The  project  on  the  Des  Moines  River  for 
flood  protection  of  Des  Moines,  Iowa,  House 
Document  Numbered  651,  Seventy-eighth 
Congress,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  December 
22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  is  hereby  modified  to 
eliminate  the  requirement  recommended  in 
paragraph  10(a)  (2)  of  the  report  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  dated  December  13,  1943,  that 
local  interests  bear  the  expense  of  repairs  and 
provision  of  gates  on  existing  drains. 

"Great  Lakes  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  control  and  naviga¬ 
tion  on  the  Chagrin  River,  Ohio,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  35, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,200,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Grand  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity  of  Grand- 
ville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  substan¬ 
tially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  157,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,373,000. 

"Little  Colorado  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Little  Colorado  River  at  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Sen¬ 
ate  Document  Numbered  63.  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,775,000. 

"Gila  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  In¬ 
dian  Bend  Wash,  Maricopa  County,  Arizona, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
303,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $7,250,000. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the 
Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Arizona,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
in  House  Document  Numbered  189,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,- 
430,000,  except  that  the  development  of  rec¬ 
reation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  shall 
be  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act. 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoe¬ 
nix,  Arizona,  and  vicinity,  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  216,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,- 
310,000. 

"Eel  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  234,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,- 
732,000. 

"Sacramento  River  Basin 

“The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam 
and  Reservoir,  Yuba  River,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
180,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $8,979,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Lakeport  Dam  and 
Reservoir  with  supplemental  channel  im¬ 
provements,  Scotts  Creek,  Cache  Creek  Basin, 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  259,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  co6t  of  $9,360,000. 


26203 

"San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
“The  proect  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma 
Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  224,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,400,000. 

“The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
222,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $14,950,000. 

“  Whitewater  River  Basin 
“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tah- 
quitz  Creek,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  223,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  amount  of 
local  contribution  required  due  to  enhance¬ 
ment  of  land  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount 
of  contribution  determined  on  lands  under 
Indian  ownership  at  the  time  of  project 
authorization  and  not  subject  to  taxation 
due  to  Federal  statutory  restrictions.  The 
amount  of  contribution  on  this  basis  is 
presently  estimated  at  $508,000.  The  esti¬ 
mated  cost  is  $3,442,000. 

"Santa  Ana  River  Basin 
"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lytle 
and  Warm  Creeks,  San  Bernardino  County. 
California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  53,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $9,750,000. 

"San  Diego  River  Basin 
“The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San 
Diego  River  (Mission  Valley),  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
212,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $14,600,000,  except  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse  local  inter¬ 
ests  for  the  expenditure  of  funds  used  to 
construct  such  portions  of  the  project  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  con¬ 
structed  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers. 

"Columbia  River  Basin 
“The  projects  for  the  Lower  Grande  Ronde 
and  Catherine  Creek  dams  and  reservoirs, 
Grande  Ronde  River  and  tributaries,  Oregon, 
are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  280,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $20,440,000.  The  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
such  projects. 

"The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Willow 
Creek,  Oregon,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,680,000. 

“The  project  for  acquisition  of  additional 
lands  for  water-fowl  management  at  John 
Day  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and  Washing¬ 
ton,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document 
Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $706,000,  except  that  the 
parcels  of  land,  in  Oregon,  between  the  Co¬ 
lumbia  River  and  the  management  area 
boundary  within  sections  3,  4,  10,  and  11  of 
Township  4  North,  Range  25  East,  Williamette 
Meridian,  as  shown  on  plate  1  of  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
estimated  at  611.02  acres,  shall  not  be  part 
of  the  management  area,  and  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  purchase  such 
additional  lands  in  sections  22,  27,  29.  and 
30,  Township  5  North,  Range  26  East,  Wil- 
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lamette  Meridian,  outside  the  present  indi¬ 
cated  management  area  boundary  on  plate 
1,  as  be  determines  necessary  to  replace  the 
lands  so  excluded. 

“Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project 
for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio,  authorized  in 
section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962, 
is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  local  protection  works  at 
Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at  such  time  as  the  res¬ 
ervoirs  on  Alum,  Mill,  Big  Darby,  and  Deer 
Creeks  are  under  construction.  In  the  event 
the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs 
are  constructed  by  an  agency  other  than 
the  Federal  Government,  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  not  construct  such  local  pro¬ 
tection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  until  said 
agency  shall  furnish  assurances  satisfactory 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  ( 1 )  it  will 
provide  flood  control  storage  in  those  res¬ 
ervoirs  equivalent  to  that  proposed  for  the 
Federal  reservoir  projects,  as  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  set  forth  in  House  Document 
Numbered  587,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  and 
(2)  that  such  reservoirs  shall  be  operated 
for  flood  control  in  accordance  with  regula¬ 
tions  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

“Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to 
prepare  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  and  efficient  utilization  of  the 
water  and  related  resources  of  the  region 
drained  by  streams  which  discharge,  within 
the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair 
River,  Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River 
and  Lake  Erie.  Such  plan  may  provide  for 
importation  of  water  from  points  not  lo¬ 
cated  within  the  region  as  defined  above. 

“(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  the  long-range  needs  of  the 
region  for  protection  against  floods,  wise  use 
of  flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navi¬ 
gation  facilities,  water  supplies  for  industrial 
and  municipal  purposes,  outdoor  recreational 
facilities,  the  enhancement  and  control  of 
water  quality,  and  related  purposes;  all  with 
a  view  to  encouraging  and  supporting  the 
optimum  long-range  economic  development 
of  the  region  and  enhancing  the  welfare  of 
its  people. 

“Sec.  207.  That  the  project  for  flood  pro¬ 
tection  on  the  Minnesota  River  at  Mankato 
and  North  Mankato,  Minnesota,  authorized  in 
section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 
(Public  Law  85-500,  72  Stat.  297)  is  hereby 
modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  credit  local  interests  against  their 
required  contribution  to  such  project  for 
any  work  necessitated  by  extreme  high  water 
done  by  such  interests  on  such  project  be¬ 
tween  April  1,  1965,  and  February  1,  1966,  if 
he  approves  such  work  as  being  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  project  as  authorized. 

“Sec.  208.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes, 
including  channel  and  major  drainage  im¬ 
provements,  and  floods  aggravated  by  or  due 
to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under 
the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in 
drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territorial  possessions,  which  include  the  lo¬ 
calities  specifically  named  in  this  section. 
After  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on 
any  survey  authorized  by  this  section  are 
submitted  to  Congress,  no  supplemental  or 
additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made 
unless  authorized  by  law  except  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause  a  review 
of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and 
a  report  thereon  submitted  to  Congress,  if 
such  review  is  required  by  the  national  de¬ 
fense  or  by  changed  physical  or  economic 
conditions. 

“Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  northward  in  New 
York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  be¬ 
low  the  international  boundary  and  drain¬ 
ing  directly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  above 


the  Virginia-North  Carolina  State  line  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing 
the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

“All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of 
North  Carolina  between  Cape  Lookout  and 
the  Virginia  line  except  those  portions  of 
the  Neuse,  Pamlico,  and  Roanoke  Rivers 
above  the  estuarine  reaches. 

“Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  At¬ 
lantic  region  draining  directly  to  the  At¬ 
lantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia-North  Caro¬ 
lina  State  line  and  draining  directly  into 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pontchar- 
train  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for 
developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

“The  Rio  Grande  and  its  tributaries  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

“Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and 
their  tributaries,  which  drain  areas  of  the 
great  basin  region  of  Oregon,  California,  Ne¬ 
vada,  Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  re¬ 
spect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control 
and  other  purposes. 

“The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above 
Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

“The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below 
Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

“Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  region  which  drain  directly  into 
the  Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coastlines  of 
Washington  and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a 
framework  plan  for  developing  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  region. 

“Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which 
drain  directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  of 
streams,  washes,  lakes,  and  their  tributaries, 
which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of 
the  California  region  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  the  region. 

“Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

“Terrebonne  Parish,  Louisiana  (water  sup¬ 
ply)- 

“Boyer  River,  Iowa. 

“Keokuk,  Iowa. 

“Mississippi  River,  north  of  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

“Black  Hawk  Creek,  Iowa. 

“Mount  Vernon,  Indiana. 

“Orange  Lake  Basin,  Florida. 

“Mayfield  Creek,  Kentucky. 

“Hatchie  River  and  Tributaries,  Tennessee 
and  Mississippi. 

“Spoon  River,  Illinois. 

“Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Oklahoma  and 
Kansas  (including  navigation) . 

“Verdigris  River,  Kansas. 

“Verdigris  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas 
(including  navigation) . 

“Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  at  and 
above  Tulsa.  Oklahoma. 

“Sanderson,  Texas. 

“Abbeville,  South  Carolina. 

“All  streams  which  drain  directly  to  Pacific 
Ocean  from  San  Mateo  County,  California. 

“Big  Mineral  Creek,  Texas,  particularly 
with  reference  to  construction  of  a  highway 
bridge. 

“Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York,  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  including  Allens  Creek,  New  York. 

“Coasts  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  to  determine  advisability  of  protection 
work  against  storm  and  tidal  waves. 

“Sec.  209.  Noth  withstanding  the  first  pro¬ 
viso  in  section  201  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers 
and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes’,  approved  May  17,  1950 
(64  Stat.  163),  the  authorization  in  section 
204  of  such  Act  of  projects  for  local  protec¬ 
tion  on  the  Yakima  River  at  Ellensburg, 
Washington,  shall  expire  on  June  10,  1970, 
unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  that  the  required  local  co¬ 
operation  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 
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“Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  hereby 
authorized  to  replace  the  roads  described 
and  set  forth  in  the  provisions  of  their  con¬ 
tract  numbered  DA-41-443-eng-939  with  Hill 
County,  Texas,  which  are  subject  to  flooding; 
such  roads  being  a  part  of  the  Whitney  Dam 
and  Reservoir  project,  Whitney,  Texas,  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1944,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $130,000. 

“Sec.  211.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  convey  to  the 
Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and 
Adults,  Incorporated,  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section,  all  of  the  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to 
that  portion  of  the  tract  of  land  lying  above 
elevation  454  feet  mean  sea  level  now  occu¬ 
pied  by  such  Society  at  the  Old  Hickory  lock 
and  dam,  Cumberland  River,  Tennessee, 
under  a  lease  executed  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  dated  February  10,  1958. 

“(b)  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  made  upon  payment  to  the 
United  States  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
property  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  and  upon  such  terms,  conditions, 
reservations,  and  restrictions  as  he  shall 
deem  necessary  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
United  States.  In  determining  the  fair  mar¬ 
ket  value  of  the  property,  the  Secretary  shall 
exclude  the  value  of  any  improvements  made 
by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  Tennessee  So¬ 
ciety  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated. 

“(c)  The  cost  of  any  surveys  necessary  as 
an  incident  of  the  conveyance  authorized  by 
this  section  shall  be  borne  by  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated. 

“  (d)  Title  to  the  property  authorized  to  be 
conveyed  by  this  section  shall  revert  to  the 
United  States,  which  shall  have  the  right  of 
immediate  entry  thereon,  if  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  In¬ 
corporated,  shall  ever  cease  to  use  such  prop¬ 
erty  for  recreation  and  camping  purposes. 

“Sec.  212.  The  authorized  Justice  Reservoir 
on  the  Guyandot  River,  West  Virginia,  here¬ 
after  shall  be  known  and  designated  as  the 
R.  D.  Bailey  Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation, 
map,  document,  record,  or  other  paper  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  authorized  Jus¬ 
tice  Reservoir  is  referred  to  shall  be  held 
to  refer  to  such  reservoir  as  the  R.  D.  Bailey 
Reservoir. 

“Sec.  213.  In  recognition  of  the  flood  con¬ 
trol  accomplishments  of  the  water  resource 
project  proposed  to  be  constructed  on  Calis- 
pell  Creek,  Washington,  by  the  Pend  Oreille 
County  Public  Utility  District  Number  One, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
a  monetary  contribution  toward  the  con¬ 
struction  cost  of  such  project  and  the  amount 
of  such  contribution  shall  be  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  subject  to  a 
finding  by  him  approved  by  the  President, 
of  economic  justification  for  allocation  of  the 
amount  of  flood  control,  such  funds  to  be  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
Prior  to  making  the  monetary  contribution 
or  any  part  thereof,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Pend  Oreille  County  Public 
Utility  District  Number  One,  shall  have  en¬ 
tered  into  an  agreement  providing  for  op¬ 
eration  of  the  proposed  project  in  such  man¬ 
ner  as  will  produce  the  flood  control  benefits 
upon  which  the  monetary  contribution  is 
predicated,  and  such  operation  of  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  flood  control  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  rules  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
7  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat. 
890) .  Unless  construction  of  the  project  is 
undertaken  within  three  years  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section,  the  authority 
for  the  monetary  contribution  contained 
herein  shall  expire. 

“Sec.  214.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of  New  York, 
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political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  appro¬ 
priate  agencies  and  instrumentalities  there¬ 
of,  and  with  other  departments,  agencies,  and 
Instrumentalities  of  the  United.  States,  in 
the  preparation  of  comprehensive  plans  for 
the  development,  utilization,  and  conserva¬ 
tion  of  the  water  and  related  resources  of 
drainage  basins  within  the  State  of  New  York, 
and  to  submit  to  Congress  reports  and  rec¬ 
ommendations  with  respect  to  appropriate 
participation  by  the  Department  of  the  Army 
in  carrying  out  such  plans. 

“Sec.  215.  The  Act  entitled  'An  Act  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify 
certain  leases  entered  into  for  the  provision 
of  recreation  facilities  at  reservoir  areas’, 
approved  September  14,  1961  (75  Stat.  509), 
is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  ‘before 
November  1, 1956,’. 

“Sec.  216.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  to 
be  made,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  an  investigation  and  study  of  San 
Francisco  Bay,  California,  including  San  Pab¬ 
lo  Bay,  Suisun  Bay,  and  other  adjacent  bays 
and  tributaries  thereto,  with  a  view  toward 
determining  the  feasibility  of,  and  extent  of 
Federal  Interest  in,  measures  for  waste  dis¬ 
posal  and  water  quality  control  and  allied 
purposes. 

“Sec.  217.  (a)  In  the  prosecution  for  proj¬ 
ects  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  water¬ 
ways  for  the  benefit  of  navigation,  the  con¬ 
trol  of  destructive  flood  waters,  hurricane 
protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  for 
other  purposes,  authorized  to  be  prosecuted 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  accordance  with  plans  adopted 
and  authorized  by  the  Congress,  it  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress, 
that  whenever  such  projects  are  located 
wholly  or  partially  within  an  area  which  is 
eligible  for  financial  assistance  under  the 
Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act  of  1965,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  to  purchase  evidences  of  in¬ 
debtedness  and  to  make  loans  for  a  period 
not  exceeding  fifty  years  to  enable  responsi¬ 
ble  local  interests  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  local  cooperation  pertaining  to  contribu¬ 
tions  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  such 
projects  within  such  areas. 

“(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  carry  out  this  section,  not  to 
exceed  $10,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  each  fiscal 
year  thereafter  through  and  including  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1970. 

“Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
reimburse  any  common  carrier  by  railroad  for 
the  cost  of  protective  works  constructed  by 
such  carrier  during  the  years  1965  and  1966 
along  the  banks  of  the  Eel  River,  California, 
to  deter  recurrence  of  damage  to  such  banks 
by  floods  or  high  waters,  but  such  reimburse¬ 
ment  shall  not  exceed  $3,000,000. 

“Sec.  219.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under 
the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
is  authorized  to  accept  orders  from  other 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  for  work  or 
services  and  to  perform  all  or  any  part  of 
such  work  or  services  by  contract. 

“Sec.  220.  Section  206(b)  of  the  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Act  of  1960  (33  U.S.C.  709a)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘$1,000,000’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ‘$2,500,000’. 

“Sec.  221.  The  Joanna  Dam  proposed  for 
construction  at  or  near  mile  63  of  the  Salt 
River  near  Joanna,  Missouri,  and  the  Jo¬ 
anna  Reservoir  to  be  created  by  such  dam, 
authorized  to  be  constructed  by  section  203 
of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat. 
1180),  shall  be  known  and  designated  here¬ 
after  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and 
Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  docu¬ 
ment,  or  record  of  the  United  States  in 
which  such  dam  and  reservoir  are  referred 
to  as  the  Joanna  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be 
held  to  refer  to  such  dam  and  reservoir 


as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

"Sec.  222.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  'Flood  Control  Act  of  1965’. 

“TITLE  III - RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

“Sec.  301.  The  following  works  of  improve¬ 
ment  of  rivers  and  harbors  and  other  water¬ 
ways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized 
to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  and  subject  to  the  conditions  rec¬ 
ommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the 
respective  reports  hereinafter  designated. 
The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public 
Law  Numbered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
first  session) ,  shall  govern  with  respect  to 
projects  authorized  in  this  title;  and  the 
procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect 
to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of 
improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental 
thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in 
full. 

“Navigation 

“Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston 
Harbor,  Massachusetts :  House  Document 
Numbered  247,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $12,500,000; 

“Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Is¬ 
land:  Senate  Document  Numbered  93, 

Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $13,900,000; 

“Rondout  Harbor,  New  York :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  288,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,000; 

“New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels-En- 
trance  to  Kill  Van  Kull  from  Upper  New 
York  Bay:  House  Document  Numbered  108, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $2,581,000; 

“New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage 
Areas)  :  Senate  Document  Numbered  17, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $44,852,000; 

“Shrewsbury  River,  New  Jersey:  House 
Document  Numbered  274,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,090,000; 

“Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Mary¬ 
land:  House  Document  Numbered  225, 

Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $323,000; 

“Potomac  and  Anaeostia  Rivers — Removal 
of  Drift  in  the  Washington  Metropolitan 
Area:  House  Document  Numbered  286, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  maintenance; 

“Channel  to  Newport  News  and  Norfolk 
Harbor,  Hampton  Roads,  Virginia:  House 
Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,600,000; 

“Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor, 
and  Thimble  Shoal  Channel,  Virginia:  House 
Document  Numbered  187,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,600,000; 

“Hampton  Creek,  Virginia:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  201,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
modification  of  items  of  local  cooperation; 

“Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House 
Document  Numbered  252,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,510,000; 

“Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Docu¬ 
ments  Numbered  226  and  263,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,569,000. 
The  plan  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  in  House  Document  Numbered  263, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  shall  include  facili¬ 
ties  to  mitigate  damages  to  presently  im¬ 
proved  areas  southeast  of  the  Savannah 
Wildlife  Refuge  at  an  estimated  additional 
cost  of  $40,000.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
include  additional  facilities  to  mitigate  dam¬ 
ages  to  additional  lands  southeast  of  the 
Savannah  Wildlife  Refuge  if  he  determines 
them  to  be  necessary  and  Justified,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  additional  cost  of  $60,000.  All  such 
facilities  to  mitigate  damages  shall  be  main¬ 
tained  by  local  interests. 


“Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  214.  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,484,000; 

"Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  74,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $1,104,000; 

“Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet, 
Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  91, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $1,093,000; 

“East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mex¬ 
ico  into  Choctawhatchee  Bay,  Florida:  House 
Document  Numbered  194,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000; 

“Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  94,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $625,000; 

“Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  327,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $262,000; 

“Mermentau  River,  Louisiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  239,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,690,000; 

“Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  151,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,000.  In  order  to 
compensate  for  existing  low  water  levels  in 
Lake  Huron,  an  additional  increment  of  one 
foot  in  channel  depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

“Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  16,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $237,000; 

“Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  301,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $570,000,  except  that 
the  modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
contained  in  letter  of  April  5,  1965,  from  the 
Department  of  the  Army  to  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  of  the  United  States  Senate, 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  recreational  fish¬ 
ing  facilities  on  the  main  breakwater; 

“Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  240,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $437,000; 

“Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan:  House 
Document  Numbered  248,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $664,000; 

“Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio :  House  Document 
Numbered  269,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,840,000; 

“Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  352,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $235,000; 

“The  project  for  Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio,  au¬ 
thorized  in  section  101  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-645;  74 
Stat.  480)  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  construct  such 
bank  stabilization  works  at  cut  numbered  1 
as  may  be  necessary  in  his  discretion  to  keep 
the  navigation  channel  in  its  proper  align¬ 
ment  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of 
$1,600,000.  Local  interests  shall  contribute 
to  the  cost  of  the  project  an  amount  equal 
to  the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of  the 
original  authorization  of  this  project  that 
would  have  been  required  for  cut  numbered 
1,  but  for  this  modification. 

“West  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document 
Numbered  245,  Eighty-eighth  Congres,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $544,000; 

“Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  227,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

“Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana:  House 
Document  Numbered  160,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,000,000. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse 
the  State  of  Indiana  for  the  expenditure  of 
funds  used  to  construct  such  portions  of  the 
project  as  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
and  constructed  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers.  Unless  construction  of 
the  project  is  initiated  within  three  years 
from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  the 
authority  to  reimburse  the  State  of  Indiana 
contained  in  this  paragraph  shall  expire. 
The  State  of  Indiana  shall  furnish  assurance 
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satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
that  water  and  air  pollution  sources  will  be 
controlled  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible 
in  order  to  minimize  any  adverse  effects  on 
public  recreational  areas  in  the  general  vi¬ 
cinity  of  the  Harbor.  No  appropriation  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  made  for  the  construction  of 
this  project  until  the  Indiana  Dunes  Na¬ 
tional  Lakeshore  has  been  voted  upon  by 
both  Houses  of  Congress  during  the  same 
Congress. 

“Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  217,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,254,000; 

“Houston  Ship  Channel  (Greens  Bayou), 
Texas :  House  Document  Numbered  257, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $470,000; 

"Trinity  River  and  tributaries,  Texas: 
House  Document  Numbered  276,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  including  navigation,  except 
that  the  recommendations  of  the  Board  of 
Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated 
March  14, 1963,  shall  apply,  and  there  is  here¬ 
by  authorized  $83,000,000  for  initiation  and 
partial  accomplishment  of  the  project.  Prior 
to  expenditure  of  any  funds  for  construction 
of  those  features  designed  exclusively  for 
navigation,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  a  re-evaluation  based 
upon  current  criteria. 

“San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  Califor¬ 
nia:  House  Document  Numbered  208,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$46,853,000.  The  works  for  wavewash  pro¬ 
tection  within  the  limits  of  the  modified 
San  Joaquin  River  navigation  project  shall 
be  repaired  or  restored  by  the  United  States 
as  determined  to  be  necessary  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  over  the  life  of  the 
project. 

“Crescent  City  Harbor,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered  264,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,980,000; 

“Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document 
Numbered  106,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $853,000; 

“Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor, 
California:  House  Document  Numbered  148, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $6,360,000; 

“Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House 
Document  Numbered  76,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  maintenance.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  authorized  to  reimburse  local  inter¬ 
ests  for  any  work  done  by  such  interests  on 
such  project  after  August  1,  1965,  if  he  ap¬ 
proves  such  work  as  being  in  accordance 
with  the  project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

“Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  62,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $698,000; 

“Chetco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document 
Numbered  21,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $1,308,000; 

“Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon:  Senate 
Document  Numbered  43,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,000,000; 

“Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House 
Document  Numbered  147,  Eighty-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  maintenance; 

“Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors 
for  light-draft  vessels,  Hawaii:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  353,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000; 

“Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Doc¬ 
ument  Numbered  68,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000; 

“Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Har¬ 
bor,  Oahu,  Hawaii :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $9,928,000; 

“Kawaihae  Harbor:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  75,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $2,291,000; 

Beach  erosion 

“Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House 
Document  Numbered  228,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $340,000; 


“Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  186,  Eighty-ninth  Congress, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $82,000; 

“Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  325,  Eighty-eighth  Congress, 
periodic  nourishment; 

“Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina: 
House  Document  Numbered  323,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$319,000; 

“Duval  County,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  273,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,266,000; 

“Fort  Pierce,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $220,000; 

“Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  159,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $392,000; 

“Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House 
Document  Numbered  107,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $572,000. 

“Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii:  House  Document 
Numbered  104,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $2,490,000. 

“Sec.  302.  Section  104  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297,  300),  as 
amended  by  section  104  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173,  1180),  is 
hereby  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

‘Sec.  104.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized 
a  comprehensive  program  to  provide  for  con¬ 
trol  and  progressive  eradication  of  water- 
hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eurasion  watermil- 
foil,  and  other  obnoxious  aquatic  plant 
growths,  from  the  navigable  waters,  tribu¬ 
tary  streams,  connecting  channels,  and  other 
allied  waters  of  the  United  States,  in  the 
combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  con¬ 
trol,  drainage,  agriculture,  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  conservation,  public  health,  and  related 
purposes,  including  continued  research  for 
development  of  the  most  effective  and  eco¬ 
nomic  control  measures,  to  be  administered 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in  coop¬ 
eration  with  other  Federal  and  State  agen¬ 
cies.  Local  interests  shall  agree  to  hold  and 
save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  that 
may  occur  from  control  operations  and  to 
participate  to  the  extent  of  30  per  centum  of 
the  cost  of  such  operations.  Costs  for  re¬ 
search  and  planning  undertaken  pursuant  to 
the  authorities  of  this  section  shall  be  borne 
fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

‘(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  amounts,  not  in  excess  of 
$5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Any 
such  funds  employed  for  control  operations 
shall  be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
on  a  priority  basis,  based  upon  the  urgency 
and  need  of  each  area,  and  the  availability 
of  local  funds.’ 

“Sec.  303.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  here¬ 
by  granted  for  the  purposes  of  section  9  of 
the  Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401),  to 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  construct  a  dam 
on  the  Susquehanna  River,  downstream  from 
the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury, 
Pennsylvania. 

“Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  cause  sur¬ 
veys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations 
and  subject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of 
section  110  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1950: 

“Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

“Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

“Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tribu¬ 
taries,  New  Hampshire,  and  adjoining  tribu¬ 
taries  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  and  Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining 
the  advisability  of  providing  improvements 
in  the  interest  of  navigation  and  allied 
purposes. 

“Popponesset  Bay,  Massachusetts. 

“Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to 
nature  and  extent  of  measures  necessary  to 
preserve  and  enhance  the  scenic  beauty  of 
the  American  Falls. 


October  18,  1965 

“Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway : 
Investigation  and  study  of  means  of  ex¬ 
tending  the  navigation  season  on  the  water¬ 
ways  at  an  estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $75,- 
000.  Report  to  include  a  full  and  complete 
investigation  and  study  of  waterway  deicing 
systems,  including  a  review  of  any  previous 
pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army,  any  available  information  from  any 
of  the  other  Departments  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  waterway  deicing  methods  In  use 
by  private  concerns  and  foreign  govern¬ 
ments,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
practicability,  means,  and  economic  justifi¬ 
cation  for  extending  the  navigation  season  on 
the  Great  Lakes  (including  connecting  chan¬ 
nels  and  harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence 
Seaway  by  eliminating  ice  conditions  to  the 
extent  possible.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
submit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be 
deemed  advisable,  and  shall  submit  his  final 
reports,  together  with  his  recommendations 
for  such  legislation  and  administrative  ac¬ 
tions  as  he  may  deem  advisable,  not  later 
than  two  years  after  funds  are  made  avail- 
ble  for  the  study. 

“Lake  Dauterive  and  Chareton  Floodgate, 
Louisiana. 

“Dickinson  Bayou,  Texas. 

"Manchester  Harbor,  Washington. 

“Gulfport  Harbor,  Mississippi. 

“Calumet  River,  Illinois. 

“Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  from  about 
mile  29  West  of  Harvey  Lock  to  U.S.  Highway 
No.  90  in  vicinity  of  Boutte,  Louisiana. 

“Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  Caloo- 
sahatchee  River  to  the  Withlacoochee  River, 
Florida,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  modifying  the  project,  with 
particular  reference  to  provision  for  a  side 
channel  or  connecting  channel  improvement 
through  Cross  Bayou  to  Old  Tampa  Bay,  in 
the  vicinity  of'  Howard  Frankland  Bridge, 
for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  related  pur¬ 
poses. 

“San  Francisco  County,  California  (beach 
erosion) . 

“Lake  Michigan  Shoreline,  Milwaukee 
County,  Wisconsin  (beach  erosion). 

“Indian  River  County,  Florida  (beach  ero¬ 
sion)  . 

“Marquette  County,  Michigan  (compre¬ 
hensive)  . 

“Sec.  305.  The  first  proviso  in  the  paragraph 
which  begins  ‘James  River,  Virginia:’  in 
section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of 
1962  (Public  Law  87-874)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘after  a  period  of  five  years  from 
the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the 
Governor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  proj¬ 
ect  within  that  time’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘October  23,  1971,  unless  the  Gover¬ 
nor  of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project  by 
that  date’. 

“Sec.  306.  Section  107  of  the  River  and  Har¬ 
bor  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat.  1174)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘$5,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘$22,000’. 

“Sec.  307.  That  portion  of  the  East  River, 
in  New  York  County,  State  of  New  York, 
lying  between  the  south  line  of  East  Seven¬ 
teenth  Street,  extended  eastwardly,  the 
United  States  pierhead  line  as  it  existed  on 
July  1,  1965,  and  the  south  line  of  East  Thir¬ 
tieth  Street,  extended  eastwardly,  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  water  of  the 
United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

“Sec.  308.  The  old  channel  of  the  River 
Raisin  in  Monroe  County,  Michigan,  lying 
between  the  Monroe  Harbor  range  front 
light  and  Raisin  Point,  its  entrance  into 
Lake  Erie,  is  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable 
stream  of  the  United  States  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of 
Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in 
of  the  old  channel  by  the  riparian  owners 
on  such  channel. 
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“Sec.  30®.  Section  111  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  303)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  111.  Whenever,  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  or  reconstruction  of  any  navigation, 
flood  control,  or  related  water  development 
project  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  deter¬ 
mines  that  any  structure  or  facility  owned 
by  an  agency  of  government  and  utilized  in 
the  performance  of  a  governmental  function 
should  be  protected,  altered,  reconstructed, 
relocated,  or  replaced  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  navigation  or  flood  control,  or 
both;  or  to  preserve  the  safety  or  integrity  of 
such  facility  when  its  safety  or  usefulness  is 
determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be 
adversely  affected  or  threatened  by  the  proj¬ 
ect,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may,  if  he  deems 
such  action  to  be  in  the  public  interest, 
enter  into  a  contract  providing  for  (1)  the 
payment  from  appropriations  made  for  the 
construction  or  maintenance  of  such  project, 
of  the  reasonable  cost  of  replacing,  relocat¬ 
ing,  or  reconstructing  such  facility  to  such 
standard  as  he  deems  reasonable  but  not  to 
exceed  the  minimum  standard  of  the  State 
or  political  subdivision  for  the  same  type  of 
facility  involved,  except  that  if  the  existing 
facility  exceeds  the  minimum  standard  of 
the  State  or  political  subdivision,  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  may  provide  a  facility  of  com¬ 
parable  standard,  or  (2)  the  payment  of  a 
lump  sum  representing  the  estimated  rea¬ 
sonable  cost  thereof.  This  section  shall  not 
be  construed  as  modifying  any  existing  or 
future  requirement  of  local  cooperation,  or 
as  indicating  a  policy  that  local  interests 
shall  not  hereafter  be  required  to  assume 
costs  of  modifying  such  facilities.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  may  be  applied  to 
projects  hereafter  authorized  and  to  those 
heretofore  authorized  but  not  completed  as 
of  July  3,  1958,  and  notwithstanding  the 
navigation  servitude  vested  in  the  United 
States,  they  may  be  applied  to  such  struc¬ 
tures  or  facilities  occupying  the  beds  of 
navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.’ 

“Sec.  310.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section 
107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960 
(33  U.S.C.  577)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘$2,000,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘$10,000,000’. 

“(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  107  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ‘$200,000’  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘$500,000’. 

“(b)  Section  3  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act 
authorizing  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly  owned 
property’,  approved  August  13,  1946,  as 

amended  (33  U.S.C.  426g),  is  amended  (1.)  by 
striking  out  ‘$3,000,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘$10,000,000’,  and  (2)  by  striking  out 
‘$400,000’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
‘$500,000’. 

“(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  project  under  contract 
for  construction  on  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  311.  The  project  for  Calumet  Harbor 
and  River,  Illinois  and  Indiana,  as  authorized 
by  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173),  is  modified  in  order 
to  authorize  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  at  his 
discretion,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  to  provide  at  Federal  cost 
(1)  such  protection  for  the  Elgin,  Joliet,  and 
Eastern  Railway  bridge  over  the  Calumet 
River,  Chicago,  Illinois,  as  is  necessary  to 
permit  dredging  of  the  full  width  of  the 
south  draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty-seven 
feet,  (2)  such  temporary  protection  for  the 
center  pier  and  the  south  abutment  of  the 
New  York,  Chicago,  and  Saint  Louis  Railroad 
bridge  (Nickel  Plate)  as  is  necessary  to 
permit  dredging  of  the  full  width  of  the 
south  bridge  draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty- 
seven  feet  prior  to  its  replacement,  and  (3) 
such  modification  of  the  channel  limits  as 


is  necessary  to  insure  full  use  of  each  such 
draw. 

“Sec.  312.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  make  a  complete  in¬ 
vestigation  and  study  of  water  utilization 
and  control  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin,  in¬ 
cluding  the  waters  of  the  Baltimore  Harbor 
and  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  follow¬ 
ing:  navigation,  fisheries,  flood  control,  con¬ 
trol  of  noxious  weeds,  water  pollution,  water 
quality  control,  beach  erosion,  and  recrea¬ 
tion.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  section,  the  Secretary,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  in  the  State  of  Mary¬ 
land  a  hydraulic  model  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  Basin  and  associated  technical  center. 
Such  model  and  center  may  be  utilized,  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  deems  necessary,  by  any  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal 
Government  or  of  the  States  of  Maryland, 
Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania,  in  connection 
with  any  research,  investigation,  or  study 
being  carried  on  by  them  of  any  aspect  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin.  The  study  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  section  shall  be  given 
priority. 

“(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
not  to  exceed  $6,000,000  to  carry  out  this 
section. 

“Sec.  313.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
transmit  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  not  later  than  June  30,  1968,  a  sug¬ 
gested  draft  of  legislation  revising  and  codify¬ 
ing  the  general  and  permanent  laws  relating 
to  civil  works  projects  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  for  navigation,  beach  erosion  control, 
flood  control,  and  related  water  resources 
development.  The  Secretary  shall  also  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  explaining  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation,  and  making  specific  reference  to  each 
change  in  or  omission  of  any  provision  of 
existing  law. 

“Sec.  314.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall 
make  a  study  of  the  need  for,  and  the  feasi¬ 
bility  of,  the  Federal  Government  reimburs¬ 
ing  States,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  and 
other  public  entities,  for  expenditures 
incurred  by  them  in  connection  with  author¬ 
ized  projects  for  improvement  of  rivers  and 
harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  hurricane  protection,  beach 
erosion  control,  and  other  water  resources 
development  purposes,  to  the  extent  that 
such  expenditures  are  incurred  after  the 
initiation  of  the  survey  studies  which  form 
the  basis  for  such  authorized  projects.  The 
Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress,  not  later 
than  January  31,  1967,  the  results  of  such 
study  together  with  his  recommendations  in 
connection  therewith. 

"Sec.  315.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited 
as  the  ‘River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1965’. 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Jim  Wright, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Pat  McNamara, 

Jennings  Randolph, 

Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Frank  E.  Moss, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing  the 
construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  cer¬ 
tain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  pur¬ 


poses,  submit  the  following  statement  in  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  House  amendment  strikes  out  all  of 
the  Senate  bill  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserts  a  substitute.  The  Senate  recedes 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House,  with  an  amendment  which  is  a 
substitute  for  both  the  Senate  bill  and  the 
House  amendment.  The  differences  between 
the  House  amendment  and  the  substitute 
agreed  to  in  conference  are  noted  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  outline,  except  for  incidental  changes 
made  necessary  for  minor  technical,  clerical, 
or  clarifying  purposes. 

SAINT  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  Dickey- 
-- Lincoln  School  project  on  the  Saint  John 
River,  Maine,  as  it  was  approved  by  the 
President  on  July  12,  1965,  and  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  included  in  the 
report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  dated  August,  1964, 
which  is  a  supplement  to  the  report  of  July 
1963  of  the  International  Passamaquoddy 
Tidal  Power  project  and  Upper  Saint  John 
River  hydroelectric  power  development  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  $227,000,000. 

The  House  amendment  directs  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  to  make  a  survey  for  flood 
control  and  allied  purposes  of  the  Saint  John 
River,  Maine,  separate  and  apart  from  the 
Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project.  This 
survey  is  to  include  a  detailed  study  of  al¬ 
ternative  methods  of  providing  power,  in¬ 
cluding  thermal  power  development  using 
nuclear  energy.  This  report  is  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  March 
30,  1966. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  Senate  bill. 

LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  modifica¬ 
tion  and  expansion  of  the  project  for  flood 
control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  adopted  by  the  act  of  May  15, 
1928,  to  include  the  projects  and  plans  sub¬ 
stantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  in  House  Documents  Numbered 
308  and  319,  88th  Congress,  at  a  cost  not  to 
exceed  $181,109,100.  This  authorization  is 
limited  specifically  to  those  projects  set  forth 
in  House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319. 
The  Senate  bill  further  provides  that  modi¬ 
fied  easements  required  in  the  improvement 
of  the  Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri, 
floodway  shall  be  acquired  as  provided  by 
section  4  of  the  act  of  May  15,  1928,  and  that 
the  pumping  plant  on  the  Red  River  back¬ 
water  area  shall  be  operated  and  maintained 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

The  House  amendment  is  the  same  as  the 
Senate  provision  with  the  following  excep¬ 
tions:  First,  the  authorization  for  the  total 
lower  Mississippi  River  project  is  increased 
by  the  estimated  cost  of  $181,109,000  and  thus 
this  authorization  is  not  limited  solely  to  the 
projects  set  forth  in  House  Documents 
308  and  319.  The  House  amendment  also 
provides  that  the  recommendations  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  apply  with  re¬ 
spect  to  improvements  for  fish  and  wild¬ 
life,  and  that  the  requirement  of  local  co¬ 
operation  for  the  improvements  in  the  St. 
Francis  Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri,  shall 
be  the  same  as  required  in  paragraph  (q) 
under  the  heading  "Lower  Mississippi  River” 
in  section  10  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1946. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  amendment  with  the  fol¬ 
lowing  exceptions:  First,  it  limits  the  au¬ 
thorization  to  those  projects  set  forth  in 
House  Documents  Nos.  308  and  319  and  sec¬ 
ond,  it  provides  that  the  requirement  of  local 
cooperation  for  improvements  in  the  St. 
Francis  Basin  shall  be  reviewed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
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of  Engineers,  with  particular  reference  to 
Federal  and  non-Federal  cost  sharing  and 
requires  a  report  of  the  results  of  such  re¬ 
view  to  Congress  within  1  year.  The  con¬ 
ferees  expect  that  the  Secretary  will  remain 
within  the  authorization  in  his  expenditures 
for  these  projects  and  should  there  he  neces¬ 
sity  for  expenditures  in  excess  of  the  au¬ 
thorized  amount,  he  will  submit  a  request 
for  additional  authorization. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  revision 
of  the  Waurika  project,  Oklahoma,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  acquire 
lands  for  the  establishment  of  a  national 
wildlife  refuge  at  the  reservoir  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $418,000  whenever  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  approves  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  this  refuge. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  this 
provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  this  provision. 

GRAND  RIVER  AND  TRIBUTARIES,  MISSOURI  AND 
IOWA 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  project  on 
the  Grand  River  and  tributaries  substantial¬ 
ly  in  accordance  with  the  recommendation 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
No.  241,  89th  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $278,635,000. 

The  House  amendment  authorizes  this 
project  at  a  reduced  figure  of  $218,900,000 
and  specifically  provides  that  the  Linneus 
River  Reservoir,  Saint  Catherine  Reservoir, 
the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  local  protection 
works,  and  the  hydroelectric  power  facilities 
at  Pattonburg  Reservoir  are  not  authorized. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  amendment  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  re¬ 
quired  to  review  the  reservoirs,  local  protec¬ 
tion  works,  and  hydroelectric  power  facili¬ 
ties  which  are  not  authorized  and  to  submit 
to  Congress  at  the  earliest  practical  date,  a 
new  feasibility  report  on  these  projects  based 
on  this  review.  The  cost  of  this  review  is 
estimated  at  $75,000,  and  these  funds  are  to 
come  from  those  authorized  for  project  plan¬ 
ning  for  the  authorized  project. 

SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  Senate  bill  authorized  the  project  for 
flood  protection  on  San  Diego  River  (Mission 
Valley  California,  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  \  House  Document  No.  212, 
89th  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,- 
600,000. 

The  House  amendment  is  the  same  as  the 
Senate  bill  with  the  exception  that  the 
House  amendment  provides  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  credit  local 
interests  against  their  required  contribution 
for  any  work  done  by  them  on  the  project 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act  if  he 
approves  such  work  as  being  in  accordance 
with  the  authorized  project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  bill  with  the  exception 
that  in  lieu  of  the  provision  relating  to 
crediting  local  Interests  for  work  done  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  amendment  the  pro¬ 
posed  conference  substitute  provides  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse 
local  interests  for  expenditure  of  funds  used 
to  construct  such  portions  of  the  provision  as 
approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  con¬ 
structed  under  supervision  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers.  The  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
House  expect  that  the  supervision  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  required  in  this  provision 
shall  be  only  that  which  is  necessary  to  in¬ 
sure  that  the  actual  construction  is  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  approved  plan. 

MINNESOTA  RIVER  AT  MANKATO,  MINN. 

The  House  amendment  provides  for  the 
modification  of  the  project  on  the  Minnesota 
River  at  Mankato  in  North  Mankato,  Minn., 
authorized  in  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958 


to  permit  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  credit 
local  interests  against  their  required  contri¬ 
bution  to  the  project  for  any  work  done  by 
them  on  the  project  after  April  1,  1965,  if  he 
approves  such  work  as  being  in  accordance 
with  the  authorized  project. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  this  pro¬ 
vision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  bill  with  the  following 
modifications :  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
credit  local  interests  for  any  work  necessi¬ 
tated  by  extreme  high  water  which  is  done 
between  April  1,  1965,  and  February  1,  1966, 
if  he  approves  it  as  being  in  accordance  with 
the  authorized  project. 

MILFORD  DAM  AND  RESERVOIR 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  section 
requiring  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  pay  to 
a  lessee  or  permittee  owning  improvements 
situated  totally  or  partially  on  a  railroad 
right-of-way,  the  fair  value  of  those  improve¬ 
ments  which  are  rendered  or  will  be  rendered 
inoperative  or  otherwise  adversely  affected  by 
the  construction  of  the  Milford  Dam  and 
Reservoir  project  on  the  Republican  River, 
Kans.  In  no  case  is  the  owner  of  such  im¬ 
provements  to  receive  dual  compensation  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to 
provide  funds  necessary  from  moneys  appro¬ 
priated  for  Milford  Dam  and  Reservoir 
project. 

The  Senate  bill  contains  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  con¬ 
tains  no  such  provision. 

LOCAL  COOPERATION  REQUIREMENTS 

The  Senate  bill  contains  a  provision  which 
authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  pur¬ 
chase  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  to  make 
loans  for  a  period  not  exceeding  50  years  to 
enable  responsible  local  interests  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining 
to  contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  water  resource  projects  within  those 
areas  which  are  declared  eligible  for  financial 
assistance  under  the  Area  Redevelopment  Act 
or  any  similar  act.  There  is  no  dollar  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  amount  authorized  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  for  these  purposes  in  the  Senate  bill. 

The  House  amendment  contains  no  such 
provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  con¬ 
tains  a  section  which  provides  that  in  the 
case  of  river  and  harbor,  flood  control,  hur¬ 
ricane  protection,  and  beach  erosion  control 
projects  which  are  authorized  by  Congress 
and  which  are  prosecuted  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  which  are 
located  wholly  or  partly  in  an  area  eligible 
for  financial  assistance  under  the  Public 
Works  and  Economic  Development  Act  of 
1965  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized 
to  purchase  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  to 
make  loans  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  50 
years  to  enable  responsible  local  interests  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation 
pertaining  to  contributions  toward  the  cost 
of  construction  of  only  those  projects.  Fur¬ 
ther,  a  limitation  is  imposed  on  the  author¬ 
ization  of  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  per  fiscal 
year  for  this  purpose  for  the  present  fiscal 
year  and  the  next  4  succeeding  fiscal  years. 

LORAIN  HARBOR,  OHIO 

The  House  amendment  modifies  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio,  authorized  by 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  to  author¬ 
ize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  construct  a  steel 
bulkhead  at  cut  No.  1.  Local  interests  are 
required  to  contribute  an  amount  equal  to 
the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of  the  origi¬ 
nal  authorization  of  the  project  that  would 
have  been  required  for  cut  No.  1  but  for  this 
modification. 

The  Senate  bill  did  not  contain  this  provi¬ 
sion. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  amendment  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  that  instead  of  authorizing  the  Sec¬ 


October  18,  1965 

retary  of  the  Army  to  construct  a  steel  bulk¬ 
head  at  cut  No.  1,  he  is  authorized  to 
construct  such  bank  stabilization  works  at 
that  cut  as  may  be  necessary  in  his  discre¬ 
tion  to  keep  the  navigation  channel  in  its 
proper  alinement,  at  an  estimated  additional 
cost  of  $1,600,000.  It  is  the  intention  of  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  that  by 
this  modification  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  given  a  greater  latitude  to  construct  what¬ 
ever  bank  stabilization  works  (including 
bulkheads)  he  determines  necessary  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  proper  alinement  of  the  channel, 
which  is  totally  a  Federal  responsibility. 

BURNS  WATERWAY  HARBOR,  INDIANA 

The  Senate  bill  authorizes  the  project  for 
Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana,  House  Doc¬ 
ument  No.  160,  88th  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $25,000,000  with  a  proviso 
that  any  funds  appropriated  for  construc¬ 
tion  are  not  to  be  utilized  until  such  time 
as  the  Indiana  Dunes  have  been  preserved 
and  protected  as  a  national  lakeshore  by 
act  of  Congress. 

The  House  amendment  also  authorizes 
this  project  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,000,- 
000,  with  provision  for  a  monetary  contribu¬ 
tion  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  the 
harbor  by  the  State  of  Indiana  on  condi¬ 
tion  that  the  design  be  agreed  upon  by 
the  State  of  Indiana  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  together  with  certain  other  con¬ 
ditions  specifically  designed  to  protect  the 
interests  of  the  United  States.  Further,  the 
House  amendment  provides  that  this  au¬ 
thorization  is  not  adversely  to  affect  or 
otherwise  prejudice  the  establishment  of  all 
or  any  part  of  the  Indiana  Dunes  as  a  na¬ 
tional  lakeshore. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  au¬ 
thorizes  this  project  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $25,000,000.  It  further  provides  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse  the 
State  of  Indiana  for  the  expenditure  of 
funds  used  to  construct  such  portions  of 
the  project  as  are  approved  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  and  constructed  under  the 
supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Con¬ 
struction  is  required  to  be  initiated  within 
3  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
act  or  authority  to  reimburse  the  State  of 
Indiana  expires.  The  State  is  further  re¬ 
quired  to  furnish  satisfactory  assurances  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  water  and 
air  pollution  sources  will  be  controlled  to 
the  maximum  extent  feasible  in  order  to 
minimize  any  adverse  affects  on  public  rec¬ 
reational  areas  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the 
harbor.  No  appropriation  is  authorized  to 
be  made  for  the  construction  of  this  project 
until  the  Indiana  Dunes  National  Lakeshore 
has  been  voted  upon  by  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress  in  the  same  Congress.  The  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  House  expect  that  the 
supervision  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  re¬ 
quired  in  this  provision  shall  be  only  that 
which  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  actual 
construction  is  in  accordance  with  the  ap¬ 
proved  plan. 

TRINITY  RIVER,  TEX. 

The  House  amendment  authorizes  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  the  Trinity  River  and  tributaries, 
Texas,  in  House  Document  No.  276,  29th 
Congress,  including  navigation,  except  that 
the  recommendation  of  the  Board  of  Engi¬ 
neers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors,  dated  March  14, 
1963,  shall  apply,  and  further  authorizes 
$83,000,000  for  initiation  and  partial  accom¬ 
plishment  of  the  project. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  this 
project. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  amendment  with  the  ad¬ 
dition  of  a  requirement  that  prior  to  ex¬ 
penditure  of  any  funds  for  construction  of 
those  features  designed  exclusively  for  navi¬ 
gation  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  submit 
to  Congress  a  reevaluation  based  upon  cur¬ 
rent  criteria. 
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CALUMET  HARBOR  AND  RIVER,  ILLINOIS  AND 
INDIANA 

The  House  amendment  modifies  the  proj¬ 
ect  for  Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois 
and  Indiana,  authorized  by  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1963  to  authorize  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  to  provide  at  Federal 
cost  protection  to  two  bridges  over  the  Calu¬ 
met  River  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of 
the  full  width  of  the  south  draw  to  a  depth 
of  27  feet,  together  with  modifications  of 
channel  limits  necessary  to  insure  full  use 
of  each  draw. 

The  Senate  bill  contains  no  such  provi¬ 
sion. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  amendment  with  the 
exception  that  the  phrase  “at  his  discre¬ 
tion”  has  been  inserted  to  grant  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  full  latitude  to  determine  the 
necessity  for  this  work. 

CHESAPEAKE  BAT  BASIN 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  provi¬ 
sion  authorizing  and  directing  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  to  make  a  complete  investiga¬ 
tion  and  study  of  water  utilization  and  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin  and  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  in  Mary¬ 
land  a  hydraulic  model  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  Basin  and  associated  technical  center. 
It  provides  that  this  model  and  center  may 
be  utilized,  subject  to  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  of  the  Secretary,  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  the  States  of  Maryland,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  Pennsylvania  in  connection  with 
research,  investigations,  or  studies  being  car¬ 
ried  on  by  them  on  any  aspect  of  the  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay  Basin.  This  provision  further  au¬ 
thorizes  an  appropriation  of  not  to  exceed 
$8,500,000. 

The  Senate  bill  contains  no  such  provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  is  the 
same  as  the  House  amendment  except  that 
the  authorization  has  been  reduced  from 
$8,500,000  to  $6,000,000. 

CITY  OF  CLINTON  BRIDGE  COMMISSION 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  revive  and  reenact  the 
act  approved  December  21,  1944,  as  amended, 
to  extend  the  period  of  time  during  which  a 
bridge  or  bridges  may  be  constructed  across 
the  Mississippi  River,  in  the  vicinity  of  Clin¬ 
ton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton,  HI.,  by  the  city  of 
Clinton  Bridge  Commission,  provided  actual 
construction  thereof  is  commenced  within 

3  years  and  completed  within  5  years  from' 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act.  It  would 
also  authorize  the  commission  to  use  any 
available  bridge  revenues  or  other  funds,  or 
to  borrow  money  and  issue  its  negotiable  in¬ 
terest-bearing  notes  in  evidence  thereof  to 
defray  the  cost  of  designing,  engineering,  and 
planning  a  new  bridge  or  bridges,  and  to 
acquire  lands  for  the  location  and  approaches 
thereto.  It  would  further  amend  existing 
law,  relative  to  the  issuance  of  bonds,  by 
removing  the  present  limitations  that  re¬ 
funding  bonds  shall  mature  within  25  years 
and  shall  not  exceed  in  principal  amount  the 
principal  amount  of  outstanding  bonds  re¬ 
placed  by  such  refunding  bonds,  and  by 
authorizing  the  commission  to  issue  refund¬ 
ing  bonds  to  pay  any  indebtedness  of  the 
commission  and  to  include  as  a  part  of  the 
issue  of  bonds  to  finance  the  cost  of  a  bridge 
additional  bonds  to  refinance  any  outstand¬ 
ing  bonds  and  notes.  Also,  the  required 
weekly  publication  of  advertisement  for  bids 
for  the  sale  of  bonds  would  be  reduced  from 

4  to  2  consecutive  weeks.  It  further  pro¬ 
vides  for  the  payment,  or  a  sinking  fund 
sufficient  for  the  payment,  of  notes,  and  in¬ 
terest  thereon,  issued  to  pay  the  cost  of  de¬ 
signing,  engineering,  and  planning  any  new 
bridge  or  bridges  and  to  acquire  lands  for 
the  location  and  approaches  thereto,  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  bonds  and  interest,  before  the 
commission  shall  convey  any  bridge  or 


bridges  to  the  States  of  Iowa  and  Hlinois, 
or  any  municipalities  or  agencies  thereof,  and 
keeps  intact  the  requirement  of  existing  law 
that  any  bridge  or  bridges  shall  be  operated 
by  the  commission  free  of  tolls,  after  all  of 
the  outstanding  indebtedness  thereon  has 
been  retired,  until  accepted  by  the  States  of 
Iowa  and  Illinois,  or  any  municipalities  or 
agencies  thereof. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  such  a 
provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  oontain  such  a  provision.  The  conferees 
agreed  that  the  deletion  of  this  provision  is 
not  to  be  construed  to  prejudice  in  any  way 
the  full  consideration  of  the  necessity  for 
this  legislation  and  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  House  agreed  to  this  deletion  only 
after  having  received  assurances  that  at  an 
early  date  of  the  second  session  of  this 
Congress  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of 
the  Senate  would  hold  full  and  complete 
hearings  on  H.R.  3788  as  passed  the  House. 

MUSCATINE  BRIDGE  COMMISSION 

The  House  amendment  contains  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  amend  the  act  of  July  26, 
1956  (70  Stat.  669,  Public  Law  811,  84th 
Cong.),  to  which  the  act  of  April  27,  1962 
(76  Stat.  59,  Public  Law  87-441),  was  made 
applicable,  to  extend  the  period  of  time 
during  which  a  bridge  may  be  constructed 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the 
city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  the  town  of 
Drury,  Ill.,  by  the  Muscatine  Bridge  Com¬ 
mission,  provided  that  actual  construction 
of  such  bridge  is  commenced  within  3  years 
and  completed  within  5  years  from  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  Senate  bill  does  not  contain  such  a 
provision. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  such  a  provision.  The  conferees 
agree  that  the  deletion  of  this  provision  is 
not  to  be  construed  to  prejudice  in  any  way 
the  full  consideration  of  the  necessity  for 
this  legislation,  and  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  House  agreed  on  this  deletion 
only  after  having  received  assurances  that 
at  an  early  date  of  the  second  sesion  of  this 
Congress  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
of  the  Senate  would  hold  full  and  complete 
hearings  on  H.R.  3976  as  passed  the  House. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

Ed  Edmondson, 

Jim  Wright, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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BUS  TAXATION  PRORATION  AND^ 
RECIPROCITY 

Mr.  WILLIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  10369)  to 
give  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  States 
of  Connecticut,  Rhode  Island,  and  Ver¬ 
mont,  to  enter  into  a  compact  providing 
for  bus  taxation  proration  and  reci¬ 
procity,  with  amendments  of  the  Senate 
thereto,  and  concur  in  the  Senate 
amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  1,  strike  out  lines  3  to  8,  inclusive, 
and  insert  "That  the  consent  of  Congress  is 
given  to  the  States  of  Connecticut,  Rhode 
Island,  and  Vermont  to  become  parties  to 
title  II  of  the  Compact  on  Taxation  of  Motor 
Fuels  Consumed  by  Interstate  Buses  and  to 
the  Agreement  relating  to  Bus  Taxation  Pro¬ 
ration  and  Reciprocity  as  consented  to  by 
the  Congress  in  the  Act  of  April  14,  1965  (79 
Stat.  60) .” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to 
give  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the  States  of 
Connecticut,  Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont  to 


become  parties  to  title  II  of  the  Compact  on 
Taxation  of  Motor  Fuels  Consumed  by  Inter¬ 
state  Buses  and  the  Agreement  relating 
Bus  Taxation  Proration  and  Reciprocity.”^ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr./ Al¬ 
bert)  .  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  Speaker',  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  want  to  com¬ 
mend  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana,  the 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee  that  ap¬ 
proved  this  bill  as  it  came  to  the  House. 
I  wish  the  gentleman  would  explain  the 
impact  of  this  amendment  on  the  House 
version  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  WILLIS.  I  am  glad  to  explain 
the  amendment.  4o  the  gentleman  who 
is  the  author  of  the  bill. 

The  amendment  is  a  technical  amend¬ 
ment  and  son  unimportant  amendment 
so  far  as  tile  merits  of  the  legislation  are 
concerned.  It  simply  substitutes  the 
words  ‘/to  become  parties  to”  in  place  of 
the  words  “to  enter  into”  a  compact,  and 

r.  MATHIAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  obvi- 
oiisly  the  amendment  as  explained  by  the 
/gentleman  from  Louisiana  does  not 
affect  the  basic  purposes  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion  as  it  passed  the  House  and,  there¬ 
fore,  I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objec¬ 
tion. 

(Mr.  MATHIAS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  SPEAKER  pfo  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

AUTHORIZING  DISPOSAL  OF  124,- 

200,000  POUNDS  OF  NICKEL  FROM 

NATIONAL  STOCKPILE 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South  Carolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take 
from  the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R. 
10305)  to  authorize  the  disposal,  with¬ 
out  regard  to  the  prescribed  6 -month 
waiting  period,  of  approximately  124,200- 
,,000  pounds  of  nickel  from  the  national 
tockpile,  with  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ary  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments  and  ask  for  a  conference. 
Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The%SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Soutji  Carolina?  [After  a  pause.] 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  without  ob¬ 
jection  appoints  the  following  conferees: 
Messrs.  Rivers,  of  South  Carolina,  Phil- 
bin,  Bennett,  Abends,  and  Gubser. 


A 


AUTHORIZING  RELEASE  OF  ZINC 
FROM  NATIONAL^  STOCKPILE  OR 
SUPPLEMENTAL  STOCKPILE 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  South'<?arolina.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take 
from  the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R. 
9047)  to  authorize  the  release  of  certain 
quantities  of  zinc  from  either  the  na¬ 
tional  stockpile  or  the  supplemental 
stockpile,  or  both,  with  amendments  of 
the  Senate  thereto,  disagree  to  the  Senate 
amendments  and  ask  for  a  conference. 
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The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina?  [After  a  pause.] 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  without  ob¬ 
jection  appoints  the  following  conferees: 
Messrs.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina,  Phil- 
bin,  Bennett,  Abends,  and  Gttbser. 


WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND 

FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT— WORK 

PLANS— COMMUNICATION  FROM 

COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  House  the  following  communica¬ 
tion  which  was  read  and  which,  together 
with  the  accompanying  papers,  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Appropria¬ 
tions.  \ 

House  of  Representatives,  U.S.) 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  14,  1965 , 
Hon.  John  W.  McCormack, 

The  Speaker,  House  of  Representatives,  \ 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended, 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  today  con¬ 
sidered  the  work  plans  transmitted  to  you  by 
executive  communication  and  referred  to 
this  committee  and  unanimously  approved 
each  of  such  plans.  The  work  plans  involved 
are: 

executive  communication  number,  water¬ 
shed,  AND  STATE 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Back  Swamp,  N.C. 

No.  1422,  89th  Congress,  Big  Slough,  Fla. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Blue  Eye  Creek, 
Ala. 

No.  1603,  89th  Congress,  Chocolate,  Little 
Chocolate,  and  Lynn  Bayou,  Tex. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Escondido  Creek, 
Tex. 

No.  1603,  89th  Congress,  Frogville,  Okla. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Little  Delaware- 
Mission  Creeks,  Kans. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Lower  Bayou 
Teche,  La. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Margaret  Creek, 
Ohio. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Mill  Creek,  Ind. 

No.  2534,  87th  Congress,  Mill  Creek,  Tenn. 

No.  2534,  87th  Congress,  Mosquito  of  Har- 
riston,  Iowa. 

No.  1633,  89th  Congress,  Plain  Honey  Creek, 
Wis. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Revolon,  Calif. 

No.  1603,  89th  Congress,  Swan  Quarter, 
N.C. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  Turkey  Creel/ 
Kans. 

No.  1422,  89th  Congress,  Upper  Big  ^fem- 
aha,  Nebr. 

No.  1532,  89th  Congress,  William^  Creek, 
Tex. 

No.  1603,  89th  Congress,  Zeigler  Creek, 
Nebr. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Harold  I/.  Cooley, 

Chairman. 


Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  13, 1965. 
Hon.  John  W.  McCormack, 

The  Speaker,  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  2  of  the  Watershed  Protec¬ 
tion  and  Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended, 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  has  ap¬ 
proved  the  work  plans  transmitted  to  you 
which  were  referred  to  this  committee.  The 
work  plans  involved  are : 

STATE  WATERSHED,  EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATION 
NUMBER,  AND  COMMITTEE  APPROVAL 

Louisiana,  Bayou  Boeuf,  No.  1612,  October 
13,  1965. 

Pennsylvania,  Mauch  Chunk  Creek,  No. 
1612,  October  13,  1965. 

Pennsylvania,  Middle  Creek,  No.  1612, 
October  13,  1965. 

Pennsylvania,  Oil  Creek,  No.  1612,  October 
13,  1965. 

Sincerely  yours, 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Member  of  Congress, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works. 


ces 

ral. 


WATERSHED  PROTECTION  AND 
FLOOD  PREVENTION  ACT,  AS 
AMENDED  —  COMMUNICATION 
FROM  THE  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE 
COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  House  the  following  communi¬ 
cation  fr/m  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  oil  Public  Works,  which  was  read 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ap- 
riations : 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  POST  OFFICE 
AND  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING 
AT  DENTON,  TEX.— COMMUNICA¬ 
TION  FROM  THE  CHAIRMAN  Ol 
THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBL] 
WORKS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  House  the  following  communica¬ 
tion  from  the  chairman  of  the.Commit- 
tee  on  Public  Works,  which  wgs  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations: 
Committee  on  Public  Woi 

Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C/,  October  14, 1965. 
Hon.  John  W.  McCormackK 
Speaker  of  the  House, pie  Capitol, 
Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  7(a)  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  61  1959,  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works /Of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  October  13,  1965,  approved  a  pros¬ 
pectus  for  the  construction  of  the  following 
building,  which  prospectus  was  transmitted 
to  this  committee  from  the  General  Services 
Administration : 

Texas,  Denton,  Post  Office  and  Feder 
Ofhp  Building. 

Sincerely  yours, 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Member  of  Congress, 

Chairman. 

COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION  AND 
LABOR— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

ON  HIGHER  EDUCATION  ACT 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  H.R.  9567,  the  Higher  Education 
Act  of  1965. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  point  of 
order.  The  House  is  not  in  order  and 
we  could  not  hear  the  request. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Kentucky  asked  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  House  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tonight  to  file  a  conference  report 
on  the  Higher  Education  Act. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
gentleman  from  Kentucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONSENT  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  This  is  Consent  Calendar  Das 
The  Clerk  will  call  the  first  bill  on  the 
Consent  Calendar. 

TRANSFER  FIVE  COUNTIES  TO 

WESTERN  DISTRICT  OF/  OKLA¬ 
HOMA 

The  Clerk  called  the  bil/(H.R.  8317) 
to  amend  section  116  of  jtftle  28,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to/the  U.S.  District 
Court  for  the  eastern/and  western  dis¬ 
tricts  of  Oklahoma. 

The  SPEAKER  p/o  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the /present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  would  like  to  inquire  if 
this  will  involve  an  additional  Federal 
judgeship-. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will/the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr/HALL.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado. 

r.  ROGEIRS  of  Colorado.  This  does 
>t  in  any  manner  involve  an  additional 
'judgeship  or  any  expense  whatsoever. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  advise  the  House 
as  to  the  basic  necessity  of  this  realloca¬ 
tion  of  counties  of  Oklahoma  into  judi¬ 
cial  districts? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  may  I  say  to  the  gentleman,  this  is 
for  the  convenience  of  litigants  and  wit¬ 
nesses.  The  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Johnson],  I  am  sure,  can  answer 
any  other  details  the  gentleman  may 
have  in  mind. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be  glad 
to  yield  to  the  gentleman  if  he  wishes  to 
furnish  additional  information. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Oklahoma.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  statement  which  I  in¬ 
tend  to  insert  in  the  Record.  I  might 
say  that  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Jarman]  and  I  support  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  as  does  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Edmondson],  whose  district 
also  is  represented. 

Mr.  HALL.  Whose  districts  are  in¬ 
volved  in  this  legislation? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Oklahoma.  The 
districts  involved  are  those  of  Mr.  Ed¬ 
mondson,  Mr.  Jarman,  and  mine.  The 
bill  moves  five  counties  from  Mr.  Jar¬ 
man’s  district  and  my  district,  which  are 
presently  in  Mr.  Edmondson’s  district,  to 
the  Oklahoma  City  district.  This  is  sim¬ 
ply  a  matter  of  geographic  convenience 
to  accommodate  all  parties  concerned. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  can  the  gen¬ 
tleman  explain  why  the  views  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  are  not  printed  in 
the  report? 

Mi*.  ROGERS  Nof  Colorado.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  response  to  the  question  of 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  always  yields  to  the 
Judicial  Conference  that  makes  these 
recommendations.  I  am  sure  the  gen¬ 
tleman  understands  how  the  Judicial 
Conference  is  composed. 

Mr.  HALL.  The  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  knows  about  the  Judicial  Confer¬ 
ences,  yes. 

Mr.  ROGEIRS  of  Colorado.  The  ge 
tleman  asked  about  the  Justice  Depar 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  sugar  bill.  Senate  committ\e  reported  supplemental 

appropriation  bill  and  pAy  bill.  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,  introduced  and  discussed  meat 
inspection  bill.  House^ committee  reported  bill  to  increase.  flood  water  detention 
capacity. 

SENATE 

1.  SUGAR.  Eegan/olebate  on  H.  R.  11135,  the  sugar  bill,  which  hacKbeen  reported  with 

amendment  faring  adjournment  on  Oct.  18  (S.  Rept.  909) •  pp-  26^15,  26393-419, 
26427-39 

2.  SUPPLE! RENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with 
amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  11588  (S.  Rept.  912).  p.  26325 

It  Yras  agreed  that  this  bill  will  be  considered  next  after  the  su^ar  bill 

(p/^26440).  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  table  shewing  the  actions  of  tm^  Senate 
Committee . 

3 * /NCDERAL  PAY  BILL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  witfts 
amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  10281,  on  Oct.  18  during  adjournment  (S.  Rept.  91^) 
p.  26315 


V,  EXPENDITURES;  PERSONNEL;  STOCKPILING.  Received  a  report  from  the  Byrd  Joint  Cc 
mittee  on  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures  regarding  these  subjects,  pp. 

>6326-38 


5»  FARM^ PROGRAM.  Sen*  Curtis  spoke  in  favor  of  adequate  farm  prices, 
snt  program,  and  defended  his  record,  pp.  26355-7 


criticized  the 


pres* 


6.  WORLD  FdQD  SHORTAGE.  Sen,  McGovern  inserted  and  commended  a  speech  fey  Hep*  Stal- 
baum  favoring  farm  production  to  alleviate  the  world  food  shortage/  pp, 

26361-3 


7.  ELECTRIFICATldN^  Ben.  Hartke  inserted  an  address  by  REA  Administrator  Clapp  be¬ 
fore  the  NRECAaregional  meetings,  reviewing  progress  in  rur^a  electrification 
and  outlining  future  financial  requirements,  pp.  26371—3 


8.  RIVERS-HARBORS  AND  FLOOD-CONTROL  BILL.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  this 
bill,  S.  2300.  pp.  26380-93 


-r"  H 


9.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Sen.  Lot\g,  La.,  described  change  s/made  by  the  Senate  commit  te{ 
in  H.  R.  7502,  the  disastOr-relief  bill,  including  a  provision  to  permit  deduc¬ 
tion  of  certain  assessments\by  soil  and  water  conservation  districts,  for  income- 
tax  purposes,  pp.  26439-40 


HOUSE 


10.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.R,  9149, 
to  amend  the  Watershed  Protection  and/Flood  Prevention  Act,  as  amended,  so  as 
to  increase  the  maximum  flood-water /detention  capacity  from  5,000  acre-feet  to 
12,500  acre-feet  (H.  Rept.  1177). /p.  2^537 


11.  EDUCATION.  Received  the  conference  report 
Education  Act  of  1965  (H.  Rep/1  1178).  pp, 


H.R.  9567,  the  proposed  Higher 
£6447-70 


12.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report 


(but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  1098,  to  amend  6he  Interstate  Commerce  Act  to( 
insure  the  adequacy  of  the  national  railroad  freight  car  supply.  p.  D1039 


13.  WHEAT.  Rep.  Albert  ejt(phasized  that  deferment  of  action  on  the  International 

Wheat  Agreement  Acy  extension  "should  not  be  interpreted  as  indicating  that  the 
House  is  opposed  to  the  agreement  negotiated  by  our  representatives  and  ratified 
by  the  Senate  early  this  year."  p.  26441 


14.  FOOD  COMMISSION.  Rep.  Langen  expressed  approval  of  legislation  to  create  a  U.S. 
World  Food  Commission  "to  plan  the  future  U.S.  role  in  the  approaching  world 
food  crisj/s."  p.  26516 


15.  MONETARY^ FUND.  Received  from  Treasury  a  report  on  the  activities  of\phe  National 
Advisory  Council  on  International  Monetary  and  Financial  Problems  of  \he -Brctton 
Woods  Agreements  Act.  p.  26537 


16.  COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  Received  from  this  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  amei 
Commodity  Exchange  Act,  as  amended;  to  Agriculture  Committee.  p.  26537 


the 


.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  tomorrow  (Oct.  20)  the  House 

will  call  up  the  conference  reports  on  the  higher  education  bill  and  the  omnibusN 
rivers  and  harbors  and  flood  control  bill.  pp.  26441-42 
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which  are  competitive  with  those  offered  by 
other  nations.” 

I  then  stated  the  intention  of  this  adminis- 
\tration  to  provide  fully  competitive  export 
lancing  for  our  industries  engaged  in  in- 
terpational  trade. 

ius  far  this  year,  we  have  made  some 
progress  in  carrying  out  this  commitment. 
On  Jhpe  1  the  Export-Import  Bank  set 
aside  tfiq  limits  which  had  previously  been 
placed  or/tbe  size  of  transactions  and  on  its 
exposure  iirforeign  countries  which  represent 
a  higher-than-normal  credit  risk.  Under  this 
new  policy,  American  businessmen  can  now 
obtain  financing  guarantees  for  exports  to 
such  countries  provided  they  themselves  as¬ 
sume  a  higher  proportion  of  the  credit  risk. 
Exim  Bank  also  increased  the  proportion  of 
the  risk  it  would  coyer  in  normal  export 
transactions. 

Notwithstanding  these\improvements,  we 
welcome  any  suggestions  or  recommendations 
you  may  have  for  further  improving  our  ex¬ 
port  financing  programs. 

If,  as  some  businessmen  and  bankers  con¬ 
tend,  the  inclusion  of  export  financing  with¬ 
in  the  foreign  loan  restraint  program  is  ad¬ 
versely  affecting  exports,  we  woula-.like  to 
know  about  it  with  specific  cases  and  exam- 
ples  so  that  appropriate  remedies  may  be  ap¬ 
plied. 

We  recognize  that,  as  opportunities  lip- 
crease  in  world  markets,  so  will  the  competi-. 
tion  for  such  markets. 

We  know  we  cannot  ignore  competition. 

To  remain  competitive  in  world  markets 
we  can  afford  nothing  less  than  a  working 
partnership,  in  full  and  mutual  confidence, 
between  Government  and  business.  I  think 
today  we  enjoy  that  partnership. 

I  am  most  grateful  to  you  for  the  time  and 
energy  you  are  putting  into  this  effort  and 
I  want  you  to  know  that  the  President  and 
I  look  forward  to  receiving  your  recommenda¬ 
tions. 


WEST  VIRGINIA  GLASSBLOWER 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr. 
President,  in  an  era  of  mass  production, 
such  as  presently  exists  in  the  United 
States,  experienced  and  talented  arti¬ 
sans  are  become  scarcer.  West  Virginia 
is  fortunate,  however,  in  still  having 
such  workmen  attached  to  its  glass  in¬ 
dustry,  and  an  article  in  the  October  3 
Wheeling,  W.  Va.,  News-Register  reports 
on  a  glassblower  who,  at  77  years  of  age,, 
is  still  practicing  his  art. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  tXis 
article  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  ^Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Wheeling  (W.  Va.)  Ne&s-Register, 
Oct.  3,  1965] 

Glassblower,  77,  Still  G6ing  Strong 

Note. — There  are  two  important  steps  in 
the  manufacture  of  a  hjmd-blown  sherbet 
glass.  John  Schlosser,.  77-year-old  master 
of  glass,  at  the  Imperial  Glass  Corp.,  takes 
a  glowing  globule  of /glass,  on  the  end  of  an 
unseen  blowpipe  and,  as  he  rotates  it,  forms 
a  stem  with  the  ‘jpull  out  tool”  in  his  right 
hand.  One  of  tl>£  final  steps  in  the  maufac- 
ture  of  the  shetbet  cup,  or  similar  articles, 
takes  a  man /with  strong  lungs.  Schlosser 
places  the  sptnewhat  cooler  glass  in  a  water- 
cooled  iron  mold,  and  rotates  the  glass,  as 
he  blows/t  into  its  final  form.) 

(By  Monroe  Worthington) 

At/77,  John  Schlosser  still  gets  a  big  kick 
out/of  working. 

id  despite  his  age,  he  has  no  plans  for 
lining  the  ranks  of  the  retired. 


Schlosser  is  one  of  the  foremost  glass- 
blowers  in  the  Nation  and  still  works  fre¬ 
quently  at  the  Imperial  Glass  Co.  plant  in 
Bellaire. 

Schlosser’s  journey  to  and  from  work  is  a 
chore  in  itself. 

He  lives  at  the  very  top  of  12th  Street 
hill.  Many  a  younger  man  would  huff  and 
puff  before  he  makes  the  climb,  and  com¬ 
plain  if  he  had  to  do  it  once  a  year.  Schlos¬ 
ser  climbs  the  hill  each  day  he  works. 

There  are  two  reasons  why  Schlosser  does 
not  work  every  day.  The  most  important  one 
is  that  there  is  not  too  much  of  a  market  for 
blown  stemware.  It  is  costly,  and  not  every¬ 
one  can  afford  it.  The  time  is  long  since 
gone  when  only  an  emperor  or  his  favorites 
was  permitted  to  own  a  creation  in  glass. 
But  it  is  still  the  mark  of  the  favored  family, 
fortunate  in  possessing  great  taste,  and  hav¬ 
ing  more  money  than  the  bare  cost  of  food 
and  clothes. 

Schlosser,  who  is  extremely  proud  of  his 
German  descent,  would  probably  be  the  first 
one  to  burst  out  in  derision  if  anyone  com¬ 
pared  him  to  a  Mountain  Michelangelo. 
But  there  are  certain  valid  comparisons,  just 
the  same. 

The  Italian  sculptor  and  artist,  born  in 
1475,  was  apprenticed  in  1488 — at  the  &\ 
of  12  or  13.  Schlosser,  born  in  1888, 
apprenticed  at  the  age  of  12,  at  the  oldz&nd 
famed  Central  Glass  Works,  13th  and  McCol 
loch  Streets,  in  Wheeling. 

\  Glass  is  a  somewhat  impersonal Vfnedium, 
in  that  only  one  piece  in  a  millioir  is  signed. 
Michelangelo  signed  only  one  pi  his  early 
Pietas.  / 

As  said,  Schlosser  is  still  parking,  at  age 
77;  Michelangelo  worked  jmtil  the  day  he 
died,  at  89,. 

But,  even'' though  Schlosser  will  probably 
never  win  immortal  .fame,  he  has  won  a 
measure  of  distinction.  When  Carl  Gustkey, 
president  of  Imperial  Glass,  conceived  the 
idea  of  recreatingvAmerica’s  first  industry, 
the  making  of  giassVat  Jamestown,  as  it  was 
first  done  in  1087,  he\called  on  Schlosser  to 
do  this  work/  Anothek  Imperial  glasswork- 
er,  Ernie  Thompson;  anckone  from  Fostoria, 
John  Bumgardner,  made  ti^e  trip  to  the  pio¬ 
neer  American  Colony. 

Actually.  Schlosser  worked\at  the  revived 
glassworks  at  Jamestown  for  7  weeks  in  1957; 
ancj/then  for  the  whole  season,  fa  1958.  His 
e,  the  former  Nellie  Mae  Grdenwald  of 
heeling,  spent  most  of  the  secomj  season 
there,  but  didn’t  like  it  too  well. 

Schlosser’s  specialty  is  in  blowing  hollow 
stemware.  When  you  see  a  thin  goblet, \nd 
the  rich  red  of  the  wine  penetrates  dot 
into  the  stem,  that  is  an  example  of  holloi 
stemware. 

Just  1  year  after  Schlosser  started  to 
work  at  Central,  the  building  burned.  He 
made  62  y2  cents  for  a  9-hour  day,  inciden¬ 
tally,  and  worked  5  y2  days  a  week. 

He  was  glad  when  the  building  was  re¬ 
built.  When  he  was  18  years  old,  he  be¬ 
came  a  “flint,”  which  is  to  say,  he  was 
considered  a  master  craftsman,  and  was 
taken  into  the  Flint  Glass  Workers  Union. 
He  was  to  become  an  official  of  the  local 
No.  9,  in  later  years. 

Central  stayed  in  business  until  1939,  and 
Schlosser  stayed  with  it.  When  the  com¬ 
pany  ceased  operations,  he  went  with  the 
Fenton  Art  Glass  Co.,  at  Williamstown,  for 
6  months.  But  Imperial  purchased  Cen¬ 
tral’s  molds  and  other  assets,  and  the  ar¬ 
tists  in  glass  who  had  been  with  Central  so 
long  were  glad  to  work  for  Imperial. 

"It’s  a  good  company”  he  says. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  fur¬ 
ther  morning  business?  If  not,  morning 
business  is  concluded. 


EXECUTIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  about  to  move  that  the  Senate  go 
into  executive  session.  I  woul^like  to 
make  that  request  on  a  unanimous- 
consent  basis,  with  the  proyiso  that  a 
quorum  call  would  be  immediately  asked 
for. 

I  ask  unanimous  consult  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  go  into  executive  session  to  consider 
the  nomination  of  DgVid  G.  Bress,  of  the 
District  of  Columbia. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  / 

There  being/no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  .consider  executive  business. 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
/  COMMITTEE 

following  favorable  reports  were 
itted : 


Mr.  FULBRIGHT,  from  the  Committee 
l  Foreign  Relations : 

William  M.  Rountree,  of  Maryland,  a  For¬ 
eign  Service  officer  of  the  class  of  career 
minister,  to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary 
and  Plenipotentiary  to  the  Republic  of  South 
Africa; 

Hermann  F.  Eilts,  of  Pennsylvania,  a  For¬ 
eign  Service  officer  of  class  2,  to  be  Ambassa¬ 
dor  Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary  to 
the  Kingdom  of  Saudi  Arabia; 

William  H.  Weathersby,  of  California,  a 
Foreign  Service  Reserve  officer  of  class  1,  to 
be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipo¬ 
tentiary  to  the  Republic  of  the  Sudan; 

Franklin  H.  Williams,  of  California,  to  be 
Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipo¬ 
tentiary  to  the  Republic  of  Ghana; 

Dr.  Joseph  R.  Smiley,  of  Colorado,  Dr. 
Luther  H.  Foster,  of  Alabama,  Dr.  Rufus  C. 
Harris,  of  Georgia,  and  Arnold  M.  Picker,  of 
New  York,  to  be  members  of  the  U.S.  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  International  Educa¬ 
tional  and  Cultural  Affairs;  and 

Executive  G,  89th  Congress,  1st  session, 
and  Executive  I,  89th  Congress,  1st  session, 
Tax  Protocols  with  Belgium  and  Germany 
(Executive  Rept.  No.  7) . 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  If  there  be 
no  further  reports  of  committees,  the 
clerk  will  state  the  nomination  on  the 
Executive  Calendar. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE— NOMI¬ 
NATION  OF  DAVID  G.  BRESS  TO  BE 
U.S.  ATTORNEY  FOR  THE  DIS- 
ICT  OF  COLUMBIA 

Legislative  Clerk.  David  G. 
BressNof  the  District  of  Columbia,  to  be 
U.S.  attorney  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the\bsence  of  a  quorum.  May 
I  say,  before  me  clerk  starts  to  call  the 
roll,  that,  instead  of  sending  telegrams, 
as  has  been  done\at  least  on  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  side,  on  four  or  five  occasions,  I 
ask  all  Senators  wns  are  in  the  city  to 
remain  here.  I  ask  alkSenators  who  are 
out  of  the  city  to  retmri,  and  that  all 
Senators  who  have  plank  made  for  this 
week  cancel  them,  to  the  ^nd  that,  if  it 
is  at  all  possible,  we  may  bexable  to  ad¬ 
journ  by  the  end  of  the  week-,  That  is 
a  hope,  not  a  certainty.  Of  course,  we 
cannot  expect  Senators  who  are  ill  to 
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come  back,  but  I  hope  all  other  Senators 
will  be  in  attendance. 

'Tiie  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roil. 

Mr.  ''MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Mondale  in  £he  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELd\  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent,  that  the  Senate 
return  to  legislative  session  temporarily. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  \ 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  ACT  OF 
1965— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  2300)  authorizing 
the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation 
of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and 
harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and 
for  other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  October  18,  1965,  pp.  26200- 
26207,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  con¬ 
ferees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  met 
in  two  very  long  sessions  Thursday  and 
Friday  to  consider  differences  in  S.  2300, 
the  rivers  and  harbors  omnibus  bill. 

These  differences  were  essentially  ones 
of  general  policy  rather  than  project 
versus  project. 

Basically,  this  measure  is  composed 
of  projects  which  have  the  approvals  of 
all  necessary  agencies,  hearings  by  at 
least  one  House,  and  which  stand  the 
test  of  long-term  policy. 

The  total  dollar  authorization  for  all 
projects,  surveys,  and  other  matters  is 
$2  billion. 

For  specific  projects,  the  total  is  $10 
million  less  than  the  original  Senate 
version  of  $1,989  million,  and  about  $225 
million  more  than  the  original  House 
version  of  $1,754  million. 

The  Senate  receeded  on  one  major 
project,  that  of  Devils  Jumps.  It  did  so 
in  the  face  of  adamant  House  opposition 
to  action  now,  and  the  promise  of  hear¬ 
ings  and  consideration  without  prejudice 
of  the  project  for  next  year. 

The  House  receeded,  at  Senate  insist¬ 
ence,  on  all  changes  in  general  policy 
relating  to  local  cost  sharing  and  reim¬ 
bursing. 

The  House’s  major  recession  was  with 
regard  to  maintaining  50  years  as  the 
base  for  amortization  of  navigation 
projects. 


Thus,  the  Trinity  River  project’s  navi¬ 
gation  feature  must  now  meet  the  same 
test  as  all  other  navigation  projects  be¬ 
fore  it  can  be  undertaken. 

The  flood  control  aspects  of  the  Trin¬ 
ity,  however,  can  be  started  upon  the 
appropriation  of  funds. 

The  Senate  also  insisted  on  and  ob¬ 
tained  agreement  to  restoration  of  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  power  project  to 
be  located  in  Maine.  This  will  be  the 
first  public  hydropower  project  in  New 
England  and  will  have  a  substantial  ef¬ 
fect  in  boosting  that  section’s  economic 
capability. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  S.  2300  is 
a  good  bill,  well  thought  out,  and  the 
projects  carefully  analyzed.  I  urge  the 
Senate  to  adopt  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  it  was 
with  regret  that  I  noted  the  action  of 
the  conference  in  deleting  from  the 
amendments  of  the  House  of  Represen¬ 
tatives  to  S.  2300  the  authorities  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  period  of  authorization  during 
which  certain  bridges  could  be  con¬ 
structed  across  the  Mississippi  River 
which  would  serve  the  people  of  Illi¬ 
nois  and  of  Iowa.  Both  of  these  author¬ 
ities  were  passed  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  separate  bills  this  year. 

The  first  authority  extended  by  the 
House  amendments  was  that  already 
passed  by  the  House  earlier  this  year  in 
H.R.  3788,  reviving  and  reenacting  the 
act  approved  December  21,  1944,  author¬ 
izing  construction  of  a  bridge  or  bridges 
across  the  Mississippi  River  in  the  vi¬ 
cinity  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton,  Ill., 
by  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  second  provision  which  has 
been  deleted  is  that  already  passed  by 
the  House  earlier  this  year  in  H.R.  3976, 
amending  an  act  of  July  26, 1956,  extend¬ 
ing  the  period  of  time  during  which  a 
bridge  may  be  constructed  across  the 
Mississippi  River  at  or  near  the  city  of 
Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  Drury,  Ill.,  by  the 
Muscatine  Bridge  Commission. 

The  City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commis¬ 
sion  was  created  in  1944,  and  authorized 
to  construct,  reconstruct,  acquire,  main¬ 
tain,  and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near 
the  city  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton,  Ill. 
The  commission  has  constructed  the 
Gateway  Bridge — south  bridge — and  has 
acquired  the  Lyons-Fulton  Bridge — 
north  bridge — both  of  which  are  pres¬ 
ently  operated  by  the  commission  as  toll 
bridges.  The  Lyons-Fulton  Bridge  is  in 
a  state  of  disrepair;  and  has  been  further 
devastated  by  fire.  The  City  of  Clinton 
Bridge  Commission  proposes  to  construct 
a  new  bridge  to  replace  the  present 
Lyons-Fulton  Bridge,  after  which  the 
old  bridge  will  be  removed.  The  com¬ 
mission  plans  to  issue  negotiable  inter¬ 
est-bearing  notes  to  defray  the  cost  of 
designing,  engineering,  and  planning  the 
new  bridge  and  to  acquire  land  for  con¬ 
struction  of  the  bridge  and  approaches 
thereto,  and,  subsequently,  to  issue  bonds 
to  finance  construction  of  the  new  bridge 
and  approaches.  The  bonds,  notes,  and 
interest  will  be  paid  from  toll  revenues  of 
both  the  Gateway  Bridge  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  new  bridge. 

Continued  authority  to  finance,  con¬ 
struct,  and  maintain  a  bridge  or  bridges 
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across  the  Mississippi  River,  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton,  HI.,  is 
badly  needed.  The  existing  bridges, 
particularly  in  view  of  the  antiquated 
nature  and  structural  incapacity  of  the 
Lyons-Fulton  Bridge,  and  no  longer  ade¬ 
quate  to  meet  modern  traffic  demands. 

The  present  Muscatine  Bridge  was 
originally  constructed  in  1890,  recon¬ 
structed  by  the  Muscatine  Bridge  Com¬ 
mission,  and  reopened  to  traffic  in  1956. 
The  bridge  has  a  width  of  only  16  feet 
9  inches  between  curbs,  and  the  load- 
bearing  capacity  is  far  below  that  neces¬ 
sary  to  accommodate  vehicles  that  can 
legally  operate  in  both  Illinois  and  Iowa. 
The  commission  plans  to  replace  the 
present  bridge  by  construction  of  a  new 
bridge.  The  lack  of  adequate  bridge 
facilities  at  this  point  constitutes  a  seri¬ 
ous  hindrance  to  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  surrounding  communities. 

I  deeply  regret  the  action  of  the  con¬ 
ference  because  these  facilities  are 
strongly  desired  by  the  people  in  these 
areas,  and  there  would  be  no  additional 
cost  to  the  Federal  Government  as  a 
result  of  the  enactment  of  the  House 
amendments  or  of  H.R.  3788  and  H.R. 
3976. 

I  note  however,  in  the  report  of  the 
House  conference  managers — House  Re¬ 
port  No.  1170 — this  language  with  respect 
to  the  provision  to  revive  and  reenact  the 
authority  of  the  City  of  Clinton  Bridge 
Commission  to  construct  a  bridge  or 
bridges  across  the  Mississippi  River  in 
the  vicinity  of  Clinton,  Iowa,  and  Fulton, 
Ill.,  and  to  provide  for  the  financing  of 
such  bridge  or  bridges: 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  such  a  provision.  The  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  that  the  deletion  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  not  to  be  construed  to  prejudice 
in  any  way  the  full  consideration  of  the 
necessity  for  this  legislation  and  the  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  that  the  deletion  of  this  pro- 
this  deletion  only  after  having  received  as¬ 
surances  that  at  an  early  date  of  the  second 
session  of  this  Congress  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  would  hold  full 
and  complete  hearings  on  H.R.  3788,  as  passed 
the  House,  July  19. 

Similarly,  I  note  this  language  in  the 
House  report  with  respect  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  to  extend  the  period  of  time  dur¬ 
ing  which  a  bridge  may  be  constructed 
across  the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near 
the  city  of  Muscatine,  Iowa,  and  the  town 
of  Drury,  Ill.,  by  the  Muscatine  Bridge 
Commission : 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  does 
not  contain  such  a  provision.  The  con¬ 
ferees  agree  that  the  deletion  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  not  to  be  construed  to  prejudice  in 
any  way  the  full  consideration  of  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  this  legislation,  and  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  House  agreed  on  this 
deletion  only  after  having  received  assur¬ 
ances  that  at  an  early  date  of  the  second  ses¬ 
sion  of  this  Congress  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  of  the  Senate  would  hold  full 
and  complete  hearings  on  H.R.  3976,  as 
passed  the  House,  May  17. 

I  understand  this  to  be  firm  assurance 
that  the  action  of  the  conferees  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  prejudicing  further  and 
full  consideration  of  these  proposals,  and 
I  understand  it  to  be  a  commitment  from 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works 
to  hold  full  and  complete  hearings  on  the 
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two  House  bills  in  the  2d  session  of  the 
89th  Congress. 

I  wish  particularly  to  commend  the 
Congressmen  who  have  so  skillfully  and 
vigorously  argued  for  these  bills.  The 
bill  for  the  Muscatine  Bridge  Commis¬ 
sion  was  introduced  by  Congressman 
Schmidhauser  and  supported  ably  by 
Congressman  Schisler.  The  bill  for  the 
City  of  Clinton  Bridge  Commission  was 
introduced  by  Congressman  Culver. 

These  gentlemen  have  served  their 
constituents  well  in  these  matters,  and 
hopefully  their  efforts  to  extend  the 
powers  of  these  commissions  will  meet 
with  success  during  the  2d  session  of  the 
89th  Congress. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

/  Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  agreed  to. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
appreciative  that  the  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  has  been  agreed  to  by  the  Senate, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  was  impos¬ 
sible  for  me  to  be  present  when  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  agreed  to. 

I  thought  that  I  had  made  arrange¬ 
ments  for  a  quorum  call  to  be  held  prior 
to  action  on  the  conference  report.  How¬ 
ever,  those  arrangements  apparently 
broke  down  somewhere  and  I  did  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  be  present  at  the 
time  of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  I  realize  that  at  this 
late  hour  in  the  session  of  the  Senate, 
the  conference  having  been  already  de¬ 
layed  for  a  long  time,  the  temper  of  the 
personnel  of  the  Senate,  as  well  as  that 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  will  not 
permit  enough  time  within  which  to  con¬ 
sider  the  amendments  which  I  believe 
the  measure  needs  very  badly. 

The  particular  item  that  I  shall  discuss 
at  this  time  at  some  reasonable  length 
appears  on  page  53  of  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported  by  the  House  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  commencing  at  line  9.  It  con¬ 
cerns  the  John  Martin  Reservoir  project 
in.  Colorado. 

Mr.  President,  the  John  Martin  Dam 
lies  20  miles  west  of  my  own  home.  My 
interest  in  this  project  is  more  than  cur¬ 
sory.  In  1930  I  began  the  practice  of 
law  in  the  city  of  Lamar.  However,  I 
had  been  practicing  in  Pueblo  for  a  few 
months  previous  to  that. 


A  great  portion  of  my  legal  experience 
since  1930  has  been  in  relation  to  nat¬ 
ural  resources,  and  particularly  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  water,  irrigation,  and  drainage 
law  of  the  State  of  Colorado.  At  least 
80  percent  of  my  practice  during  that 
entire  period  related  to  water,  water  law, 
and  drainage  matters.  Up  to  1954  when 
I  was  elected  to  the  Senate — a  period  of 
25  years — I  had  the  privilege  of  repre¬ 
senting  water  users,  water  rights  owners, 
and  various  people  in  the  Arkansas  Val¬ 
ley,  and  particularly  in  the  lower  part 
of  the  Arkansas  Valley  in  which  I  reside. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
do  wish  to  make  a  comment  on  the  issue 
statement  of  the  Senator.  However,  I 
shall  not  be  able  to  be  present;  and  I 
wish  to  make  a  comment  on  the  issue 
that  the  Senator  has  raised. 

The  Senator  has  stated  that  he  is  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  John  Martin  Reservoir  in 
Colorado.  This  is  a  project  which  was 
considered  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  also  by  the  House  com¬ 
mittee.  This  reservoir  was  considered 
in  the  conference. 

I  am  not  too  familiar  with  the  laws 
concerning  the  appropriation  of  water  in 
the  West.  However,  remembering  my 
old  law  days,  I  do  have  some  recollection 
of  the  process  concerning  the  appropri¬ 
ation  of  water.  I  know  that  it  is  an  en¬ 
tirely  different  problem  in  the  West  than 
it  is  in  the  part  of  the  country  in  which 
I  live  where  there  is  a  great  supply  of 
water. 

I  know  that  it  is  of  the  greatest  impor¬ 
tance  to  water  users — whether  they  be 
individual  farmers  or  small  communi¬ 
ties — to  be  assured,  if  not  of  an  adequate 
supply  of  water,  at  least  all  the  water 
that  can  be  made  available. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  desires  to 
preserve  the  rights  which  have  already 
accrued  to  the  water  users.  Although 
the  John  Martin  Reservoir  conserves  and 
holds  water,  at  times  there  is  not  enough 
water  for  users  who  live  below  the  reser¬ 
voir. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  proposes  to 
raise  the  water  level  in  that  reservoir 
chiefly  for  recreational  purposes,  and 
perhaps  for  wildlife  enhancement.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  feels  that  the  raising  and  holding 
of  the  water  level  in  the  John  Martin 
Reservoir  might  deprive  users  below  the 
reservoir  of  water  rights  which  are  now 
theirs  and  might  deprive  them  of  an 
additional  supply  of  water  which  they  so 
desperately  need. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  The  Senator  is  essen¬ 
tially  correct  in  that  statement. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  is  to  be 
commended  for  his  recognition  of  this 
danger  to  water  users.  Almost  single- 
handedly,  he  has  made  the  fight  to  pro¬ 
tect  water  users  of  his  own  State  and 
those  who  live  below  in  another  State. 
The  Senator  sent  to  the  conference  a 
very  adequate  and  comprehensive 
amendment,  which  in  my  judgment 
would  have  protected  those  water  users, 
or  given  them  the  maximum  protection 
possible. 


The  matter  was  discussed  in  the  con¬ 
ference.  I  raised  the  issue  myself,  and 
presented  to  the  conference  the  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  views  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Colorado.  The  Senator 
from  Utah  [Mr.  Moss],  one  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  who  lives  in  the  West  and  is  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  water  laws,  vigorously 
supported  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Colorado.  On  the  other  side  of  the 
table.  Representative  Baldwin,  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  who  also  has  knowledge  of  the 
problems  of  water  users  in  the  West,  took 
up  the  fight  to  support  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Colorado,  as  did  also 
Representative  Cramer,  of  Florida. 

I  too  believe  that  the  importance  of 
the  use  of  water  to  those  citizens  who 
live  below  the  reservoir  is  more  impor¬ 
tant  than  the  recreational  purposes 
which  might  be  realized  if  the  water 
level  were  raised.  But  those  of  us  who 
field  that  view  were  not  able  to  sustain 
the  position  of  the  Senator  from  Colo¬ 
rado  although,  in  addition  to  voting  for 
it,  we  made  as  strong  a  fight  as  possible 
for  his  position. 

I  understand,  though,  that  there  are 
certain  rights  which  have  accrued  to  the 
users  who  have  appropriated  the  water; 
and,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  should 
like  very  much  to  see  their  rights  tested 
in  the  courts.  I  would  hope  that  their 
rights  would  be  protected  there.  I  am 
sorry  that  the  conference  did  not  sustain 
the  position  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Colorado.  I  should  say,  though, 
that  his  people  should  know  that  he 
made  a  great  and  strong  fight  for  them, 
and  while  I  am  not  apprised  of  the  full 
context  of  the  law  relating  to  water 
rights  in  the  West,  at  least  from  general 
principles  I  know  that  we  cannot  take 
away  the  rights  of  property  owners  with¬ 
out  compensation.  Though  I  can  sug¬ 
gest  no  method  to  provide  compensation 
to  such  water  right  holders,  I  feel  sure 
that  the  Senator  from  Colorado  will  keep 
up  the  fight,  and  do  everything  he  can 
to  protect  the  water  users  of  his  own 
State  and  others  who  are  affected  along 
the  Arkansas  River. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Kentucky,  and 
wish  to  express  publicly  my  appreciation 
to  those  Senate  conferees  who  did 
understand  the  problem  and  attempted 
to  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  committee. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Young  of  Ohio  in  the  chair) .  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  for  yielding.  I  merely  wish  to  as¬ 
sociate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper],  who  correctly  stated  what 
took  place  in  the  conference.  The 
Senate  conferees,  insisting  on  the 
amendment  supplied  by  the  Senator 
from  Colorado,  presented  it  to  the  con¬ 
ference  and  it  went  to  a  vote,  but  the 
vote  was  on  the  question  of  amending 
the  House  language;  therefore,  the 
House  conferees  voted  on  it,  and  the  vote 
was  5  to  3  in  opposition  to  adopting  the 
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amendment.  I  think  that  should  ap¬ 
pear  in  the  Record. 

If  the  Senators  will  read  the  language 
of  the  conference  report  and  the  House 
language  in  the  bill,  it  appears  to  me 
that  there  is  very  definite  protection  in 
the  conference  report  for  those  water 
users  with  whose  rights  the  Senator  is 
concerned.  Perhaps  I  do  not  read  it  as 
the  Senator  does,  but  that  is  the  argu¬ 
ment  that  the  House  conferees  made, 
which  argument  the  Senate  conferees 
were  not  successful  in  refuting. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  I  intend  to  discuss  the 
matter  in  some  detail,  and  show  in  the 
course  of  the  discussion  why  that  is  not 
true. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Very  well. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  as  I  ex¬ 
plained  a  few  moments  ago,  there  is  a 
markup  of  the  supplemental  bill  in¬ 
volving  an  appropriation  of  $4.2  billion 
now  being  considered.  As  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  one  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittees,  I  point  out  that  much  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  expenditure  lies  within  the  area 
for  which  our  subcommittee  is  responsi¬ 
ble,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  was  not 
able  to  reach  the  floor  before  this  time. 

However,  I  intend  to  discuss  this  mat¬ 
ter  at  length.  I  hope  that  out  of  the 
discussion  will  come  some  understanding 
of  the  water  situation  in  the  West. 

The  people  in  the  East,  for  the  first 
time  this  summer,  have  begun  to  feel  the 
problems  involved  in  a  shortage  of  water. 
In  the  West,  where  water  shortages  have 
always  existed,  we  have  an  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  system  of  water  use  and  water  law 
than  that  which  prevails  in  the  eastern 
States.  The  Eastern  States  have  a  doc¬ 
trine  of  law  which  is  known  as  the  ri¬ 
parian  system.  The  Western  States  fol¬ 
low  a  different  doctrine,  which  originated 
in  the  great  State  of  Wyoming,  repre¬ 
sented  by  my  friend  [Mr.  Simpson],  and 
my  State  of  Colorado.  Under  that  sys¬ 
tem,  and  as  provided  in  the  State  consti¬ 
tutions,  the  State  owns  the  water,  and  it 
is  made  available  to  the  people  of  the 
State  upon  their  performing  certain  ad¬ 
ministrative  processes,  and  appropriat¬ 
ing  and  using  the  water.  The  first  man 
who  appropriates  and  uses  the  water  has 
the  prior  right  to  it.  That  may  be  a 
peculiar  philosophy  to  those  who  are  ac¬ 
customed  to  the  riparian  system,  but 
nevertheless  it  is  the  system  of  water 
usage  which  has  permitted  the  West  to 
develop,  and  it  is  the  one  which  prevails 
in  all  the  Western  States. 

In  the  constitution  of  the  State  of 
Colorado,  it  is  provided  that  priority 
shall  be  given  first  to  the  domestic  user, 
then  to  the  agricultural  user,  and  then  to 
the  industrial  user.  The  constitution 
does  not  provide  for  any  use  of  water  for 
recreational  purposes.  I  shall  discuss 
the  history  of  such  uses  of  water. 

The  John  Martin  Dam  was  completed 
in  approximately  1939 — not  completed  in 
the  full  sense,  because  at  that  time  there 
were  such  demands  for  steel  that  the 
gates  could  not  be  put  in,  and  they  were 
not  put  in  until  a  year  cr  two  after  the 
conclusion  of  World  War  II. 

The  Arkansas  River,  between  Salida 
and  the  Kansas  line,  is  probably  the  most 
overappropriated  river  in  the  State  of 
Colorado,  and  in  fact  one  of  the  most 


overappropriated  rivers  that  I  know  of 
anywhere.  There  are  many  decreed 
priorities,  priorities  decreed  by  a  court, 
which  must  find  that  the  water  has  been 
applied  or  is  in  the  process  of  being  ap¬ 
plied  for  a  beneficial  use  before  it  may 
grant  a  man  what  is  known  as  a  water 
decree. 

A  water  decree,  when  granted,  gives  to 
its  holder  a  certain  date  from  which  his 
rights  stem.  There  may  be  a  man  draw¬ 
ing  water  under  an  1870  decree,  another 
drawing  water  under  an  1890  decree,  or 
one’s  decree  may  date  from  1902,  or  some 
other  date.  An  appropriator  along  the 
river  may  have  one,  two,  or  even  three 
decrees,  as  some  of  the  mutual  ditch  com¬ 
panies  have. 

With  that  situation,  about  1952 — and 
I  am  sorry  I  cannot  supply  the  exact 
date,  because  many  of  my  records  have 
been  destroyed,  part  of  them  in  the  re¬ 
cent  flood  in  the  State  of  Colorado — 
representing  one  of  the  irrigation  com¬ 
panies  in  the  Arkansas  Valley,  I  was  one 
of  several  artisans  responsible  for  draw¬ 
ing  together  representatives  of  all  of  the 
ditches  of  the  Arkansas  Valley  at  a  meet¬ 
ing  in  Las  Animas,  Colo.  We  met  at 
the  courthouse  all  one  afternoon,  dis¬ 
cussing  the  subject.  As  I  was  one  of 
the  movers  in  the  matter,  the  principal 
subject  discussed  was  my  interest  in  es¬ 
tablishing  a  recreational  pool  at  the  John 
Martin  Dam  for  the  purposes  of  fishing, 
hunting,  and  other  recreational  activi¬ 
ties. 

I  recognized,  as  does  every  knowledge¬ 
able  person,  that  the  John  Martin  Dam, 
on  an  average,  is  empty  at  least  a  part 
of  the  year  approximately  12  out  of  every 
15  years.  No  one  can  predict  how  much 
water  the  Lord  will  provide,  but  that 
has  been  the  average  experience.  I  rea¬ 
lized,  with  that  situation,  since  the  dam 
was  likely  to  be  completely  empty  dur¬ 
ing  at  least  part  of  12  out  of  15  years,  that 
the  operation  of  a  recreation  pool  in  the 
dam  would  be  a  very  difficult  matter. 

Thus,  that  afternoon,  after  much  con¬ 
versation,  many  speeches  and  many  re¬ 
marks,  this  particular  plan  was  finally 
adopted.  It  fell  to  my  luck  to  draw  up 
for  the  ditches  and  the  appropriators  of 
the  Arkansas  Valley  a  resolution  in  the 
form  of  an  agreement  whereby  it  was 
agreed  to  leave  a  certain  number  of 
acre-feet  of  water  in  the  dam  for  rec¬ 
reational  purposes. 

No  one  purchased  this  water.  The 
State  did  not  provide  it.  The  appro¬ 
priators,  the  users,  the  owners  of  the 
water  actually  donated  it  themselves. 
The  administration  of  a  river,  where 
there  are  various  decrees  broken  up  into 
various  dates  over  the  length  of  a  river 
130,  140,  or  150  miles  long,  is  a  most 
complex  undertaking.  Men  study  it  for 
a  lifetime.  The  only  knowledgeable  law¬ 
yers  I  have  ever  known  in  this  field  are 
those  who  have  studied  it  for  many  years. 

Actually,  administration  of  the  river 
is  archaic.  We  are  basically  administer¬ 
ing  the  river  under  the  same  system 
that  was  in  effect  in  1900.  There  are, 
perhaps,  ways  to  improve  it,  but  they 
would  be  fantastically  expensive.  There¬ 
fore,  we  operated  under  the  agreement 
which  I  drew  up.  We  operated  the  river 
and  the  recreational  pool  during  that 


year,  in  order  that  we  might  have  some 
recreation  in  this  part  of  the  State  of 
Colorado  where  it  is  difficult  to  find  out¬ 
door  sports  in  which  to  participate. 

I  digress  for  a  moment  to  say  that 
possibly  no  one  understands  this  sub¬ 
ject  better  than  I,  because  I  have  utilized 
for  myself  and  my  family  every  pos¬ 
sible  recreational  advantage  that  there 
is  in  that  area,  from  boating,  to  swim¬ 
ming,  to  fishing,  to  hunting  for  ducks 
and  geese.  Fortunately,  it  is  one  of  the 
great  duck  and  geese  areas  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  which  makes  it  attractive  to  the 
citizens  of  Colorado. 

Thus,  after  we  had  put  this  agreement 
into  effect,  we  found  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  river  was  such  that  it 
placed  a  burden  on  the  ditches  to  the 
east,  under  the  dam,  to  maintain  the 
pool.  In  other  words,  water  which  was 
supposed  to  get  down  to  the  John  Martin 
Dam  did  not  get  down  to  it.  Since  the 
ditches  had  agreed  to  maintain  the  pool, 
it  was  they  who  were  east  of  the  dam 
and  below  the  dam  who  had  to  make 
up  this  water.  The  water  which  was 
lost  by  one  ditch  with  which  I  was  ac¬ 
quainted  amounted  to  some  15,000  acre- 
feet  or  more  during  that  year. 

Fifteen  thousand  acre-feet  for  that 
particular  ditch  amounts  to  half  an 
acre-foot  of  water  for  every  acre  of  land 
under  that  ditch.  t 

Mr.  President,  in  a  year  when  there 
may  be  3  or  3Y2  acre-feet  of  water  avail¬ 
able  for  crops,  the  loss  of  half  an  acre- 
foot  of  water  might  not  be  significant. 
But,  in  a  year  when  water  is  short  and 
there  is  no  surplus  of  water  in  the  dam — 
which  will  be  the  case  a  great  majority 
of  the  time — and  there  is  available  for 
the  farmers,  perhaps,  only  1  or  1 V2  acre- 
feet  of  water,  which  is  not  sufficient  to 
grow  crops  in  the  area,  the  loss  of  half 
an  acre-foot  is  not  merely  a  shortage; 
it  is  a  calamity  for  the  farmers  in¬ 
volved. 

I  repeat  this  fact,  that  under  Colo¬ 
rado  law,  as  in  the  State  of  Wyoming 
and  in  most  other  Western  States,  the 
right  to  the  use  of  water  is  a  property 
right.  It  is  just  as  tangible  a  right  as 
the  ownership  of  real  estate,  a  house,  or 
anything  else.  The  usual  custom  of 
passing  title  to  water  is  to  include  it 
in  the  deed.  If  it  happens  to  have  been 
converted  to  ownership  by  a  mutual 
company,  which  is  a  nonprofit  corpora¬ 
tion  specifically  authorized  by  the  State 
of  Colorado,  we  usually  include  the  own¬ 
ership  of  water  by  describing  the  certifi¬ 
cate  representing  the  shares  in  the  deed 
itself. 

Accordingly,  with  this  situation  and 
this  background,  realizing  that  we  had 
had  an  opportunity  for  a  voluntary  pool, 
and,  realizing  also  the  losses  which  it 
meant  in  this  particular  year  to  all  of 
the  ditches  east  and  below  the  dam,  we 
come  into  this  last  year. 

One  of  the  Representatives  from  the 
State  of  Colorado  introduced  a  bill  in 
the  House  which  became  a  part  of  the 
public  works  bill  now  before  the  Senate. 
The  bill  which  was  introduced  was  H.R. 
7162. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an 
excerpt  from  this  bill — which  I  intend 
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to  discuss —  which  begins  on  line  9  on 
page  53  and  goes  through  line  20  on  page 
54  of  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  (for¬ 
merly  known  as  Caddoa  Reservoir) ,  Arkansas 
River,  Colorado,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570) ,  is  modified  to 
authorize  and  direct  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
to  use  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  acre-feet 
of  reservoir  flood  control  storage  space  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  and  maintaining 
a  permanent  pool  for  fish  and  wildlife  and 
recreational  purposes,  at  such  times  as  stor¬ 
age  space  may  not  be  available  for  such  per¬ 
manent  pool  within  the  conservation  pool  as 
defined  in  article  III  P,  Arkansas  River  com¬ 
pact  (63  Stat.  145)  except  that — 

(1)  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  purchase 
and  make  available  any  water  rights  neces¬ 
sary  under  State  law  to  establish  and  there¬ 
after  maintain  the  permanent  pool. 

(2)  The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado 
and  Kansas  to  those  waters  available  to  them 
under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  com¬ 
pact  and  under  the  laws  of  their  respective 

.States  shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired 
by  anything  contained  in  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  give  any  preference  to 
the  permanent  pool  over  other  project  pur¬ 
poses. 

(4)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined 
shall  be  maintained  except  upon  written 
terms  and  conditions  acceptable  and  agreed 
to  (A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  inter¬ 
est  of  flood  control,  and  (B)  by  the  Colorado 
State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas  River  Compact 
Administration,  and  the  Colorado  Water 
Conservation  Board,  in  the  interest  of  estab¬ 
lishing,  maintaining,  and  operating  the  per¬ 
manent  pool  for  recreational  and  fish  and 
wildlife  purposes. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be 
construed  so  as  to  limit  the  authority  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  operate  John  Martin 
Reservoir  for  the  primary  purposes  of  the 
prevention  of  floods  and  the  preservation . 
of  life  and  property. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  coming 
into  this  year,  let  me  say  in  all  frankness 
that  I  had  told  the  water  rights  owners 
of  the  valley  that,  if  it  was  humanly 
possible,  there  would  be  hearings  in  the 
valley  before  any  legislation  was  ever 
passed  concerning  the  subject. 

I  have  been  bedeviled  in  the  press  from 
every  source.  I  realize  that  I  am  talk¬ 
ing,  perhaps,  against  the  greater  number 
of  persons  who  wish  this  recreational 
pool.  I  have  repeatedly  said  that  I  should 
like  to  see  a  recreational  pool  there.  But 
I  do  not  care  if  there  is  only  one  person 
who  has  a  property  right  in  water  who 
would  be  damaged  by  a  recreational 
pool,  I  will  stand  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  or  anywhere  else,  and  defend 
that  property  right. 

There  is  too  much  of  this  going  on  in 
this  country  now.  Merely  because  a 
group  of  people  wish  something,  we  go 
out  and  take  the  property  of  other  peo¬ 
ple  away  from  them  without  regard  to 
the  due  process  clause  of  the  Constitu¬ 
tion. 

Therefore,  analyzing  the  bill,  it  is  a 
beautiful  sounding  bill,  but  it  does  not  do 
what  it  is  supposed  to  do.  I  am  sorry 
that  the  chairman  of  the  committee  has 
left  the  Chamber  because,  perhaps,  he 
would  benfit  from  understanding  what 
the  water  laws  of  the  West  and  the  rights 
of  the  people  in  the  West  are. 


In  the  pending  bill,  one  of  its  “cute” 
phrases  begins  on  line  23 : 

The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado  and 
Kansas  in  those  waters  available  to  them 
under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  Com¬ 
pact  and  under  the  laws  of  their  respective 
States,  shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired 
by  anything  contained  in  this  paragraph. 

I  had  an  active  part  in  drawing  up  the 
Arkansas  River  Compact  mentioned  in 
that  phase.  The  dam  is  operated  under 
the  administration  of  representatives  of 
both  Colorado  and  Kansas. 

I  call  particular  attention  to  this  lan¬ 
guage  in  subparagraph  4 : 

No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined  shall 
be  maintained  except  upon  written  terms 
and  conditions  acceptable  to  and  agreed  by 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control — 

No  one  can  quarrel  with  that,  because 
this  is  a  flood  control  dam.  Naturally, 
the  flood  control  portion  of  the  dam  can¬ 
not  be  invaded,  or  should  not  be  invaded, 
to  the  detriment  of  the  flood  control  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act — 

by  the  Colorado  State  Engineer,  the  Arkan¬ 
sas  River  Compact  Administration,  and  the 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board,  in  the 
interest  of  establishing,  maintaining,  and 
operating  the  permanent  pool  for  recrea¬ 
tional  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes. 

The  great  weakness  of  this  provision 
is  that  while  it  seems  as  though  the  man 
who  owns  water  rights  is  caged  in  by 
protections,  there  are  no  protections  at 
all  under  this  provision. 

The  Chief  of  Army  Engineers  is  re¬ 
sponsible  only  for  flood  control,  and  he  is 
not  interested  in  this  provision,  except  to 
the  extent  of  flood  control. 

What  is  the  obligation  of  the  Colorado 
State  Engineer?  He  does  not  represent 
the  interests  of  those  who  own  and  use 
the  water.  His  only  responsibility  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado  is  to 
administer  the  river  in  accordance  with 
the  decrees  that  I  have  already  com¬ 
mented  on. 

Let  us  consider  the  Arkansas  River 
Compact  Administration.  That  admin¬ 
istration  does  not  represent  the  water 
owner  or  the  water  user  in  the  Arkansas 
Valley.  It  is  responsible,  under  the  com¬ 
pact  between  Kansas  and  Colorado,  for 
administering  the  terms  of  that  com¬ 
pact,  which  provides  for  the  release  of 
water  when  there  is  water  in  the  dam 
and  determines  at  what  time  the  dam 
shall  be  declared  empty,  so  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  river  comes  under  the 
normal  priority  system. 

So  no  one  on  the  administration  rep¬ 
resents  in  any  sense  the  water  owners  or 
water  rights  owners  on  the  river. 

The  next  one  is  the  Colorado  Water 
Conservation  Board.  It  is  endowed  by 
statute  in  the  State  of  Colorado,  and  it 
has  as  its  primary  and  basic  purpose  the 
conservation  and  development  of  water 
for  the  entire  State.  But  in  no  sense  is 
it  given  statutory  authority  to  represent 
an  individual  owner,  nor  does  it  repre¬ 
sent  an  individual  owner. 

So  in  this  bill  it  is  stated  that  four 
persons  or  groups — the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  the  Colorado  State  Engineer,  the 
Arkansas  River  Compact  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  the  Colorado  Water  Conserva¬ 
tion  Board — shall  develop  operating 


agreements  which  are  satisfactory  to 
them  under  their  particular  obligations. 
But  nowhere  is  the  man  who  owns  the 
water — whose  ox  will  be  gored,  who  may 
be  left,  in  a  dry  season,  without  a  means 
of  bringing  his  crop  out  of  the  land — 
represented  in  this  bill. 

It  has  been  my  position  from  the  first 
time  that  if  we  are  to  have  a  pool,  there 
should  be  operating  principles  for  that 
pool  which  will  assure  the  water  right 
owner  that  he  will  be  protected  and 
that  it  is  futile  to  do  anything  until  we 
have  done  that. 

Many  times  I  have  told  people  who 
were  enthusiastic  about  the  recreation 
pool,  not  only  this  year,  but  over  a  period 
of  5  or  6  years,  that  if  they  want  a  pool, 
they  should  sit  down  with  the  water 
right  owers  in  the  valley  and  start  work¬ 
ing  out  operating  principles. 

Frankly  this  is,  and  will  be,  one  of 
the  most  difficult  and  technical  prob¬ 
lems  that  I  can  possibly  imagine  in  the 
administration  of  water  resources. 

Those  who  do  not  understand  water, 
and  those  who  are  interested  only  in  rec¬ 
reation  will  not  concern  themselves  with 
what  is  the  necessity  before  this  can  be¬ 
come  a  fact. 

Perhaps  I  should  make  one  further 
thing  clear  in  this  discourse.  That  is  the 
particular  value  of  water.  The  bottom 
lands  of  the  Arkansas  River  are  beauti¬ 
ful  and  highly  productive.  From  that 
valley  come  some  of  the  finest  cante- 
loupes  and  watermelons,  as  many  people 
know.  It  has  great  areas  of  hay  and 
sugarbeets,  vegetables,  grains.  It  is  a 
beautiful  land. 

The  land  itself  is  probably  worth  $20 
or  $30  an  acre  without  the  water.  Usu¬ 
ally  a  man  pays  $250  or  $300,  or  per¬ 
haps  more,  an  acre  for  the  land  with 
the  water. 

This  is  one  thing  so  many  people  seem 
not  to  understand.  The  land  is  only  dry 
grazing  land  without  the  water.  With 
the  water  it  has  developed  the  wealth 
which  has  maintained  the  cities  all  up 
and  down  the  valley — Holly,  Granada. 
Lamar,  Las  Animas,  La  Junta,  Rocky 
Ford,  Fowler — all  those  wonderful  little 
cities  along  the  valley.  It  was  the  water 
which  made  it  possible  for  those  cities 
to  grow  and  expand. 

Having  said  all  that,  I  wish  for  a  few 
moments  to  refer  to  the  matter  of  hear¬ 
ings.  When  I  heard  it  was  the  intention 
to  put  the  provisions  of  the  bill  H.R.  7162 
into  the  omnibus  public  works  bill,  I 
wrote  to  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  the  other  body  and  asked  him 
to  have  hearings  on  the  matter.  I  think 
I  have  discussed  this  matter  enough  to 
the  point  that  the  problems  must  be  de¬ 
tailed  and  delineated  and  recognized. 
Many  of  those  who  have  advocated  the 
recreation  pool  have  stated,  falsely,  that 
there  have  been  hearings  on  this  mat¬ 
ter.  It  is  true  that  various  persons  have 
met  at  one  time  and  another  and  beat 
this  matter  over. 

But  the  cold  facts  are — and  let  us 
spread  it  out  cold  on  the  Record — that 
there  has  never  been  a  congressional 
hearing  in  the  Arkansas  Valley  upon  this 
matter.  The  only  hearing  on  it  consists 
of  a  statement  by  the  Representative  who 
introduced  the  bill;  a  short,  innocuous, 
say-nothing  statement  by  an  Assistant 
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Secretary  of  the  Interior;  and  an  even 
worse  statement  by  a  representative  of 
the  Corps  of  Army  Engineers,  which  also 
says  less  than  nothing. 

There  has  never  been  a  hearing.  The 
reason  I  wanted  hearings  on  the  Arkan¬ 
sas  Valley  was  to  pinpoint  the  difficulties 
and  the  problems  so  that  we  could  start 
the  development  of  a  real  set  of  operating 
principles,  if,  in  fact,  we  wanted  a  recrea¬ 
tion  pool  in  the  John  Martin  Dam. 

Personally,  I  do  not  know  where  the 
water  would  come  from  to  create  a  rec¬ 
reation  pool.  The  director  of  the  Colo¬ 
rado  State  Conservation  Board  sat  in  my 
office  about  2  weeks  ago  and  told  me  twice 
in  the  same  conversation  that  he  did  not 
know  where  to  get  the  water. 

There  will  be  water  available.  There 
is  water  available  if  one  pays  enough 
money,  just  as  any  kind  of  property  is 
available  if  one  wishes  to  pay  enough 
money  for  it.  If  we  assume  that  the 
Colorado  Fish  and  Game  Department 
might  want  to  put  out  enough  money,  it 
could  bring  in  money  in  order  to  do  it. 

What  sort  of  problems  do  we  face  in 
operating  principles?  First,  if  we  beef 
up  and  modernize  the  administration  of 
the  river  enough  we  can  be  sure  the  water 
that  is  supposed  to  get  down  into  the  dam 
gets  there.  That  is  the  first  thing  that 
should  be  done.  This  means  gaging 
stations  every  few  miles  on  the  river.  It 
means  accurate  accounting  for  all  water 
on  the  river. 

To  date  no  such  plan  or  system  has 
ever  been  worked  out  on  the  Arkansas 
Valley,  and  the  operators  of  the  ditches 
are  fighting  and  scrambling  for  water 
almost  every  day  during  the  irrigating 
season.  This  involves  totally,  in  one  way 
or  another,  directly  or  indirectly,  about 
350,000  acres  of  land,  and  as  many  as 
951  separate  priorities. 

Another  element  in  the  problem  that 
has  to  be  pinpointed  is  the  following:  I 
have  a  document  in  my  hand  which 
shows  that  in  1960  inflows  to  the  reser¬ 
voirs  amounted  to  102,980  acre-feet,  and 
outflow  was  117,717  acre-feet.  The  in¬ 
flows  were  measured  at  Las  Animas,  7  or 
8  miles  above  the  upper  reaches  of  the 
reservoir,  and  the  outflow  was  measured 
at  the  dam.  There  were  15,000  acre-feet 
more  flowing  out  of  the  dam  than  was 
measured  flowing  in. 

In  1961,  the  inflow  was  136,460  acre- 
feet;  the  outflow  was  147,700  acre-feet. 
Over  11,000  acre-feet  more  flowed  out  of 
the  dam  than  was  measured  into  it. 

In  1962,  the  inflow  was  124,300  acre- 
feet.  The  outflow  was  149,500  acre-feet, 
so  in  that  year  over  25,000  acre-feet 
more  water  flowed  out  of  the  dam  than 
flowed  into  it. 

This  may  seem  quite  a  paradox,  Mr. 
President,  but  the  facts  are  that  the 
accretions  in  sites  unmeasured,  side 
streams  and  drainage  areas,  have  in¬ 
creased  the  flow  to  that  extent  and  more, 
because  evaporation  and  seepage  are  not 
considered  in  those  figures. 

During  years  of  larger  inflow  there 
would  be  greater  storage  in  John  Mar¬ 
tin  Dam.  There  are  undoubtedly  large 
amounts  of  water  not  measured  in  the 
two  gages  at  Las  Animas. 

The  next  problem  that  has  to  be  de¬ 
lineated  by  hearings — and  I  am  still 


talking  about  hearings — is  the  matter  of 
evaporation  and  seepage.  This  is  one 
of  the  most  difficult  matters  to  ascertain. 

One  person  said  that  we  can  put  evap¬ 
oration  pans  at  the  dam  and  see  how 
much  water  evaporates  out  of  a  pan. 
Then  we  could  tell  whom  to  charge  for 
the  water. 

But,  evaporation  varies  from  day  to 
day.  It  varies  from  week  to  week  and 
month  to  month.  It  varies  from  year  to 
year. 

Senators  may  say  that  this  is  fantas¬ 
tic,  but  during  the  years  1941  and  1942 
I  saw  one  rather  shallow  reservoir — and 
the  recreation  pool  will  be  a  shallow  res¬ 
ervoir — lose  almost  a  foot  of  water  in  1 
day  during  a  period  in  the  summer  when 
the  temperature  was  in  excess  of  100  de¬ 
grees  and  there  were  high  winds  of  35 
to  40  miles  an  hour. 

How  do  we  keep  track  of  a  high  rate 
of  evaporation  under  conditions  like  this 
as  against  a  low  evaporation  during  a 
relatively  cool  and  wet  summer?  Some¬ 
one  has  to  decide  how  to  determine  and 
somebody  has  to  decide  the  method  by 
which  this  water  will  be  charged  to  the 
recreation  pool,  rather  than  to  force 
those  who  have  laid  out  their  money  for 
their  farms  to  make  up  the  water  that  is 
lost  by  evaporation. 

Another  question  with  respect  to  the 
hearings  on  the  evaporation  matter  is. 
Who  is  going  to  be  given  the  power  to 
determine  what  the  rate  of  evaporation 
is?  This,  I  believe,  is  probably  one  of 
the  most  difficult  questions  that  will  be 
involved. 

I  have  only  suggested  in  this  discourse 
a  few  problems  that  arise.  I  shall  dis¬ 
cuss  another. 

If  we  maintain  a  recreation  pool  at 
John  Martin  Dam,  it  means  that  rather 
than  irrigating  with  muddy  water,  as  is 
now  done  most  of  the  time,  water  users 
will  always  be  drawing  clear  water  out  of 
the  reservoir. 

Those  who  are  not  knowledgeable 
about  irrigation  may  view  this  as  an  in¬ 
significant  point  The  fact  is  that  mud¬ 
dy  water  is  preferred  by  the  farmers, 
first,  because  it  always  adds  new  mineral 
content  to  their  soil,  and,  second,  be¬ 
cause  it  goes  over  farther  in  spreading 
over  the  land.  I  know  of  no  man  with 
experience  in  irrigation  who  will  not 
verify  this. 

But  when  they  revert  to  irrigation 
with  clear  water,  not  merely  for  a  few 
months  or  a  year,  but  over  a  period  of  5 
to  10  to  20  years,  the  result  will  be  that 
there  will  be  a  serious  scouring  of  the 
ditches  below  the  dam  and  the  laterals. 
This  is  based  on  a  simple  principle  of 
physics.  We  all  know  that  water  in 
motion  will  carry  a  certain  number  of 
solids.  If  the  water  is  stopped  the  solids 
will  drop.  But  while  this  water  is,  we 
might  say,  soaked  up  or  saturated  with 
solids  or  minerals,  it  cannot  pick  up 
more  from  the  ditch  bottoms  and,  there¬ 
fore,  it  does  not  scour  the  ditches. 

But  if  we  face  a  situation — and  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  is  something  to  be  contem¬ 
plated — where  farmers  are  irrigating 
with  clear  water  over  a  period  of  5  to  10 
years  or  more,  there  is  no  question  in  my 
mind  that  the  farmers  will  have  to  start 
lining  their  ditches  with  concrete.  When 


it  is  contemplated  that  some  of  the 
ditches  are  65  and  75  miles  long,  and 
when  we  consider  all  the  radial  laterals 
into  the  farmland,  it  can  be  seen  that  a 
great  amount  of  money  is  involved. 

Who  is  going  to  pay  for  the  change¬ 
over  to  line  the  ditches  and  laterals? 
This  is  a  subject  that  ought  to  be  dis¬ 
cussed  and  settled  by  the  operating 
principals. 

But  more  than  anything  else,  the 
farmers,  the  water  right  owners  of  the 
valley,  have  a  right  to  hearings  in  the 
valley  on  this  subject.  There  have 
really  been  no  hearings  on  the  bill. 
Hearings  in  the  House,  such  as  they  were, 
were  pitifully  short — short  of  facts  and 
short  of  knowledge.  The  hearings  were 
not  previously  announced,  because  I  cer¬ 
tainly  would  have  been  in  attendance  had 
I  had  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 

This  subject  was  not  even  considered 
in  the  Senate,  but  that  was  not  the  fault 
of  the  chairman,  because  the  bill  was  not 
pending  before  the  Senate.  There  were 
only  the  inadequate,  and  perfunctory 
hearings  in  the  House,  followed  by  the 
insistence  of  Members  of  the  other  body 
that  the  Senate  accept  the  bill.  So  the 
bill  was  crammed  down  our  throats,  as 
so  many  other  bills  have  been  crammed 
down  our  throats  by  the  other  body. 

After  the  other  body  had  passed  the 
bill,  I  communicated  with  Members  of  the 
Senate.  I  had  previously  asked  the 
chairman  of  the  House  committee  to  hold 
hearings  in  the  Arkansas  Valley.  I  pre¬ 
pared  an  amendment  which  I  though 
would  protect  the  water  right  owners  in 
the  Arkansas  Valley  against  this  incur¬ 
sion  of  their  own  property  rights.  It  is 
a  wholly  reasonable  amendment,  because 
all  it  provides,  in  addition  to  asking  that 
the  principles  be  approved  by  the  people 
I  have  previously  mentioned,  is  that  the 
plan  shall  be  approved  by  two-thirds  of 
the  water  right  owners  above  the  dam 
and  two-thirds  of  the  water  right  owners 
below  the  dam.  It  would  be  completely 
reasonable  to  say  that  it  should  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  every  water  right  owner;  but 
I  thought  that  if  the  two-thirds  figure 
were  used  that  it  might  appeal  to  reason¬ 
able  men. 

Nevertheless,  we  sit  here  today  with  a 
bill  that  is  about  to  become  law,  a  bill 
which  is  an  incursion  upon  private  prop¬ 
erty  rights,  a  bill  which  will  deprive  peo¬ 
ple,  or  which  stands  a  chance  to  deprive 
them  of  their  property  over  a  period  of 
years  without  any  protection.  One  vital 
question  is;  What  good  will  it  do  to  tell 
a  man,  as  the  bill  does,  that  the  rights  of 
the  irrigators  in  Colorado  and  Kansas 
to  the  waters  available  to  them  under 
the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  com¬ 
pact  and  under  the  laws  of  the  respective 
States  shall  not  be  diminished  or  im¬ 
paired  by  anything  contained  in  this 
paragraph? 

What  good  would  it  do  to  write  a 
clause  like  that  into  a  bill,  when  the  only 
recourse  that  is  left  to  a  man  is  a  law¬ 
suit?  That  is  what  has  been  written  in¬ 
to  the  bill.  Instead  of  protecting  people 
who  have  rights  that  are  about  to  be  in¬ 
fringed  upon,  we  have  left  them  with 
the  possibility  and  right  of  bringing  law¬ 
suits  after  they  have  been  damaged, 
after  they  may  have  lost  a  large  amount 
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of  water  during  one  summer  through 
bad  administration,  and  have  thus  not 
had  sufficient  water,  have  no  crops,  and 
are  mortgaged  up  to  the  hilt  at  the  bank. 
They  will  be  left  with  the  wonderful 
right  to  bring  lawsuits,  because  that  is 
all  the  bill  provides.  It  provides  that 
the  water  rights  shall  not  be  infringed 
upon,  and  leaves  the  water  right  owner 
with  the  right  of  a  lawsuit — the  right  of 
a  lawsuit  not  against  the  State  engineer, 
because  he  cannot  be  sued  for  money; 
the  right  of  a  lawsuit,  perhaps,  against 
1,  2,  10,  12,  or  15  ditches;  and  perhaps 
injunctive  relief  against  the  compact  ad¬ 
ministration,  although  I  am  not  sure  of 
that. 

Furthermore,  I  am  not  certain  that  we 
have  a  constitutional  piece  of  legislation 
before  us.  As  I  read  the  bill,  it  would 
amend  the  Arkansas  River  compact. 
That  compact  was  ratified  by  the  Legis¬ 
latures  of  Kansas  and  Colorado,  and  was 
later  confirmed  by  Congress.  When  it 
came  before  Congress,  it  was  referred  in 
the  Senate,  under  the  rules  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs.  That  committee  has  had 
no  opportunity  to  act  upon  the  proposal; 
yet  we  are  here  modifying  a  compact  be¬ 
tween  two  States  for  the  operation,  stor¬ 
age,  and  release  of  water  in  a  reservoir— 
a  compact  ratified  by  both  State  legis¬ 
latures  and  confirmed  by  Congress. 

I  do  not  know  how  Congress,  in  a  sin¬ 
gle  legislative  act,  can  modify  a  compact 
between  the  States.  I  thoroughly  believe 
that  this  provision  is  unconstitutional, 
and  that  if  that  question  ever  comes  be¬ 
fore  any  court  in  the  land  having  appro¬ 
priate  jurisdiction,  that  court  will  declare 
it  to  be  unconstitutional. 

We  who  live  in  this  rather  arid  area 
realize  the  value  of  recreation.  Perhaps 
there  is  a  way,  although  it  will  be  a  tedi¬ 
ous,  hard  way,  to  work  out  operating 
principles  so  as  to  protect  irrigators. 
But  I  fear  that  what  has  been  developed 
now  is  only  the  possibility  of  a  multi¬ 
plicity  of  lawsuits,  not  only  between  in¬ 
dividual  irrigators,  who  always  have  this 
right,  but  between  ditch  companies  and 
the  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
Kansas.  So  the  bill  might,  perhaps,  gen¬ 
erate  a  multiplicity  of  lawsuits,  not  only 
after  actual  damage  has  been  done  to 
the  irrigator  or  to  a  ditch  company,  but 
even  before  that,  because  of  the  uncon¬ 
stitutionality  of  this  particular  provision. 
I  only  wish  that  those  who  were  so  en¬ 
thusiastic  had  not  permitted  their  en¬ 
thusiasm  to  run  away  with  their  sense 
of  justice  and,  most  of  all,  with  then- 
sense  of  fairness.  I  fail  to  see  how  a 
multiplicity  of  lawsuits  will  further  the 
cause  of  a  permanent  pool. 

It  does  not  matter  that  there  are,  I 
suppose,  some  900  or  950  different  water 
rights  in  the  Arkansas  Valley.  If  only 
one  man  had  paid  $200,  $250,  or  $300 
or  more  an  acre  for  his  land  with  a  prop¬ 
erty  right  of  water  attached  to  it  and 
if  that  man  were  in  imminent  danger,  I 
would  compelled  to  speak  with  as  much 
force  and  feeling  as  I  speak  today. 

I  am  sorry  that  a  majority  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  from  the  House  of  Representatives 
made  such  short  shrift  of  this  matter 
and  gave  so  little  consideration  to  it.  I 
am  completely  aware  that,  at  this  late 


hour  in  the  session,  there  is  no  possibil¬ 
ity  of  getting  the  Senate  to  send  this 
measure  back  to  conference  for  2,  3,  or  4 
days  of  conference.  However,  a  great 
injustice  has  been  done  by  this  piece  of 
legislation. 

I  cannot  understand  the  thinking  of 
people  who  get  so  far  away  from  the 
American  system  that  they  can  say  that 
the  people  in  the  Arkansas  Valley  are 
not  entitled  to  hearings  in  the  Arkansas 
Valley  on  this  matter. 

We  cannot  bring  every  farmer  from  the 
valley  to  Washington,  D.C.  There  is  not 
that  kind  of  money  in  the  valley.  How¬ 
ever,  they  are  entitled  to  hearings  before 
Congress,  in  which  hearings  the  prob¬ 
lems  and  perhaps  the  solutions  to  the 
problems  may  be  set  down  in  writing  on 
the  record.  It  would  not  be  a  big  bull  ses¬ 
sion  participated  in  by  farmers  and  other 
people  who  have  gotten  together  to  talk 
generally  about  this  matter.  '  The  facts 
should  be  put  in  writing  so  that  they 
may  be  analyzed  by  the  experts  and  the 
problems  may  be  separated,  studied,  and 
perhaps  solved.  This  is  all  that  the 
hearings  would  mean.  However,  the 
hearings  have  never  been  held,  and, 
under  this  legislation  as  it  now  exists,  the 
hearings  will  never  be  held. 

I  regret  that  I  have  had  to  take  the 
time  of  the  Senate  on  what  is  a  rela¬ 
tively  small  matter  in  relation  to  the 
entire  scheme  of  our  legislation.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  only  because  I  feel  deeply  that 
this  question  must  be  brought  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate  and  that  a  record 
should  to  be  made  on  the  matter  that  I 
have  taken  this  time  for  the  purpose  of 
informing  the  Senate  about  the  law  and 
the  facts  in  this  case,  and  particularly 
the  members  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  who  may  have  to  deal  with  this 
matter  in  the  future. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  amendment  which  I  proffered  to 
the  conferees,  which  amendment  would 
make  this  legislation  at  least  partially 
acceptable,  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  proposed 
amendment  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Proposed  Amendment  to  S.  2300 

On  page  54,  strike  lines  7  through.  15,  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof : 

“(4)  (a)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  de¬ 
fined  shall  be  established  or  maintained  ex¬ 
cept  upon  written  terms  and  conditions,  in¬ 
cluding  operating  principles,  acceptable  and 
agreed  to  (A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
United  States  Army,  in  the  interest  of  flood 
control  and  (B)  by  the  Colorado  State  en¬ 
gineer,  the  Arkansas  River  Compact  Admin¬ 
istration,  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board,  and  the  appropriators  of  water 
(evidenced,  in  the  case  of  mutual  or  corpo¬ 
rate  entities,  by  the  adoption  of  resolutions 
by  their  boards  of  directors)  representing 
in  the  aggregate  two-thirds  of  the  total  de¬ 
creed  priorities  (exclusive  of  storage  rights) 
in  the  upper  and  lower  Arkansas  River,  in 
the  interest  of  establishing,  maintaining,  and 
operating  the  permanent  pool  for  recrea¬ 
tional  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes  while 
preserving  the  integrity  of  decreed  water 
rights  for  other  beneficial  purposes.  For 
the  purposes  of  this  Act,  the  ‘upper  Arkansas 
River’  shall  include  only  the  main  stream 
of  the  Arkansas  River  between  the  city  of 
Pueblo,  Colorado,  and  the  John  Martin  Dam 
and  ‘lower  Arkansas  River’  shall  include  the 


26385 

main  stream  thereof  from  the  John  Martin 
Dam  to  the  Kansas-Colorado  State  line. 

“(b)  Upon  agreement  as  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (a),  the  Representative  of  the 
United  States  and  chairman  of  the  Arkansas 
River  Compact  Administration  shall  make 
a  report  to  the  Congress  of  the  agreement 
and  the  proceedings  leading  thereto  and  of 
any  changes  or  modifications  to  the  Arkansas 
River  compact  (63  Stat.  145)  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  said  agreement  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  including  operating  principles: 
Provided,  That  any  such  changes  or  modi¬ 
fications  to  said  compact  shall  not  be  bind¬ 
ing  or  obligatory  upon  any  of  the  parties 
thereto  unless  and  until  the  same  shall  have 
been  ratified  by  the  legislatures  of  each  of 
said  States  and  approved  by  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States.” 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  the 
position  which  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  has  taken  is  one  which  is  shared 
by  many  people.  There  exists  in  the 
Arkansas  Valley  an  organization  known 
as  the  Arkansas  Valley  Ditch  Association, 
which  association  is  composed  of  the 
member  ditches.  This  association  has 
represented  the  individual  ditches  and 
individual  rights  up  and  down  the  river 
for  many  years. 

I  received  from  this  association  on  the 
23d  of  September  a  telegram  which  reads 
as  follows: 

Arkansas  Valley  Ditch  Association  wishes 
to  applaud  your  stand  on  John  Martin  rec¬ 
reational  pool.  Operating  principles  to 
protect  irrigators’  water  rights  are  ab¬ 
solutely  necessary. 

This  wire  is  signed  by  Lloyd  Barnhart, 
secretary-treasurer  of  the  Arkansas  Val¬ 
ley  Ditch  Association. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  copy  of  a  letter  written  by  me 
under  date  of  July  28,  1965,  to  Mr.  Felix 
L.  Sparks,  a  director  of  the  Colorado 
Water  and  Conservation  Board.  In  this 
letter  I  set  out  the  position  that  I  have 
consistently  taken  since  this  matter  was 
first  raised. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

July  28,  1965. 

Mr.  Felix  L.  Sparks, 

Director,  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board) 
215  State  Services  Building,  Denver, 
Colo. 

Dear  Larry:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of 
July  19,  relative  to  the  action  taken  by  the 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board  on  July 
12,  1965,  in  support  of  my  request  and  the 
action  of  the  corps  to  discontinue  releases 
from  John  Martin  in  excess  of  irrigation 
needs. 

1  have  also  had  handed  to  me  a  copy  of  a 
letter  from  Ray  Moses  to  you  dated  July  17 
and  a  copy  of  the  letter  from  Mr.  Smrha, 
chief  engineer  of  the  Division  of  Water  Re¬ 
sources,  State  of  Kansas,  and  a  member  of 
the  Compact  Commission,  dated  July  14  and 
addressed  to  Lieutenant  General  Cassidy, 
Chief  of  Engineers. 

First,  let  me  make  it  very  clear  that  I 
realize  as  well  as  anyone  what  a'  recreational 
pool  could  mean  to  the  people  of  south¬ 
eastern  Colorado,  and  have  always  favored 
it.  There  are,  however,  certain  problems  in 
the  establishment  of  a  permanent  pool,  which 
cannot  be  ignored,  nor  passed  over,  without 
resultant  long  and  expensive  litigation, 
which,  in  the  long  run,  would  not  only  delay 
the  establishment  of  the  permanent  pool, 
but  would  also  endanger  its  eventual  realiza¬ 
tion. 
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There  is  a  common  assumption  that  the 
dam  operates  on  the  conservation  pool  only 
for  the  benefit  of  the  irrigators  below  the 
dam.  This  is  a  completely  erroneous  as¬ 
sumption  because  historically  it  can  be 
shown  that  in  some  instances  the  ditches 
above  the  dam  have  been  able  to  increase 
their  diversions  two-  three-fold  by  the  wise 
and  prudent  use  of  the  conversation  pool 
under  the  direction  of  the  compact  commis¬ 
sion. 

The  first  question  that  has  come  up  since 
the  recent  floods  is  the  question  of  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  waters  that  were  in  the  Setch- 
field  Dam.  Laying  aside  for  a  moment  the 
nature  of  its  decree,  with  which  I  am  not 
personally  acquainted,  there  is  the  issue  pro¬ 
posed  by  some  of  our  more  enthusiastic  con¬ 
servationists  that  this  water  belongs  to  the 
State,  i.e.,  the  people,  since  it  is  now  in  the 
John  Martin  Reservoir.  The  second  question 
arising  out  of  the  Setchfield  Dam  is  the  one 
raised  in  your  letter  as  to  whether  this  de¬ 
cree  could  be  properly  transferred  to  an  in¬ 
ferior  use  under  article  XVI;  section  6  of  our 
Colorado  constitution,  and  I  am  assuming 
that  your  letter  is  correct  in  stating  that 
there  are  no  irrigation  rights  between  the 
Setchfleld  and  John  Martin.  It  seems  to  me 
that  an  early  attempt  should  be  made  to 
solve  these  two  questions. 

Of  historical  interest,  it  was  in  1950,  I 
believe,  with  my  own  active,  personal  par¬ 
ticipation,  that  representatives  of  all  the 
ditches  on  the  Arkansas  were  brought  to¬ 
gether  at  the  district  courtroom  in  Las  Ani¬ 
mas  to  try  to  formulate  an  operating  agree¬ 
ment  for  a  voluntary  conservation  pool  on 
the  John  Martin.  Largely  upon  my  own  urg¬ 
ing,  many  of  the  ditches  agreed  to  go  along 
and  all  then  finally  agreed  to  operate  such  a 
pool.  The  compact  commission  assented  to 
treat  John  Martin  as  empty  when  it  had 
reached  a  minimum  of  8,000  acre-feet  (I  am 
not  absolutely  certain  of  the  figure  of  8,000 
acre-feet,  not  having  access  to  my  file). 

The  various  gaging  stations  on  the  river 
have  always  been  somewhat  inaccurate  and 
the  result  has  been  that  when  there  was  a 
certain  amount  of  water  in  the  river  at 
Pueblo,  which  would  indicate  that  there 
should  be  a  certain  amount  of  water  in  the 
river  for  -  each  of  the  ditches  in  the  valley, 
a  hole  in  the  river  invariably  occurred  and 
the  river  did  not  produce  the  amount  of 
water  at  John  Martin  which  would  have  sat¬ 
isfied  the  apportionment  of  the  demands  of 
ditches  below  the  dam.  Since  all  had 
agreed  to  contribute  a  certain  amount  of 
conservation  water  in  the  pool,  the  ditches 
below  the  dam  invariably  ended  up  short, 
and,  as  a  consequence,  lost  many  thousands 
of  acre-feet  of  water  during  that  irrigation 
season.  This  deficiency  in  the  river  above 
was  caused,  in  my  opinion,  by  (1)  inaccu¬ 
rate  gaging  stations,  (2)  an  archaic  system 
of  water  administration,  and  (3)  the  in¬ 
ability  to  effect  an  immediate  cutback  by 
ditches  between  Pueblo  and  John  Martin 
when  the  river  was  falling  upon  the  orders 
of  the  division  engineer  in  Pueblo. 

Within  limits,  the  middle  paragraph  on 
page  2  of  your  letter  is  true.  However,  the 
evaporation  pans  do  not  necessarily  take  into 
consideration  the  effect  of  high,  hot  winds, 
which  cause  an  abnormal  amount  of  evapo¬ 
ration.  But,  assuming  that  this  could  be 
corrected,  the  question  then  becomes:  “Who 
determines  the  evaporation?”  It  must  be 
remembered  that  the  shorting  of  ditches  be¬ 
low  the  dam  eventually  also  depletes  the 
river  above  the  dam  and  reduces  subsequent 
diversions  for  them. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  most  important 
thing  for  those  genuinely  interested  in  a  rec¬ 
reation  pool  is  to  meet  with  the  Arkansas 
ditches  and  attempt  to  set  up  operating  prin¬ 
ciples  which  will  protect  the  vested  right  of 
the  people  who  have  purchased  lands  with 
water  attached  thereto.  An  agreement  to  a 
set  of  operating  principles  by  the  ditches 


themselves  to  me  is  a  necessary  part  of  the 
consideration  of  such  a  pool,  and  should  be 
included  in  the  legislation,  just  as  operating 
principles  were  included  in  the  Arkansas 
River  Compact,  as  approved  by  Congress. 
This  would,  of  course,  have  to  have  the  con¬ 
currence  of  the  compact  commission,  now  le¬ 
gally  charged  with  the  operation  of  the  con¬ 
servation  pool. 

These  are  some  of  the  questions  that  must 
be  resolved  and  deficiencies  that  must  be 
remedied  in  the  State  before  any  meaningful 
congressional  action  can  be  taken  with  re¬ 
gard  to  the  establishment  of  the  permanent 
pool. 

Also,  in  a  public  meeting  on  this  matter  in 
Lamar  with  all  the  ditch  companies  on  Jan¬ 
uary  31,  1964,  I  promised  those  present  that 
I  would  do  my  best  to  see  that  a  public  hear¬ 
ing  was  held  in  the  area  before  any  legislation 
passed  the  Senate.  I  still  feel  that  I  am 
obligated  to  this  promise. 

I  will  be  very  happy  to  have  your  com¬ 
ments  on  these  thoughts.  Since  the  entire 
Arkansas  Valley  is  a  farming  area,  we  can¬ 
not  ignore  the  fact  there  are  certain  rights 
protected  under  the  due  process  clause  or 
that  every  farmer  has  a  vital  interest  in  the 
Arkansas  River,  which  is  already  probably 
the  worst  overappropriated  river  in  Colorado. 

Best  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator^ 

cc:  Hon.  John  A.  Love. 

Mr.  Ray  Moses. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  numerous  let¬ 
ters  which  I  have  received  concerning 
this  matter.  These  letters  support  the 
position  I  have  taken  with  respect  to  the 
John  Martin  Dam. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har¬ 
ris  in  the  chair) .  Is  there  objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

John  Martin  Permanent  Pool 

1.  John  Martin  Dam  (formerly  known  as 
the  Caddoa  Dam)  is  located  in  the  Arkansas 
River  in  the  State  of  Colorado,  Bent  County, 
about  20  miles  west  of  Lamar,  Colo. 

2.  Construction  of  the  John  Martin  Dam 
was  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of 
June  22, 1936  (49  Stat.  1570) . 

3.  Since  May  31,  1949,  the  waters  of  the 
Arkansas  River  impounded  behind  the  John 
Martin  Dam  are  controlled  and  apportioned 
by  the  Arkansas  River  Compact  (63  Stat. 
145) ,  and  administered  by  the  Arkansas  River 
Compact  Administration  as  established  by 
the  Compact.  The  Administration  consists 
of  3  members  from  Colorado,  3  members 
from  Kansas,  and  an  ex-officio  Federal  mem¬ 
ber  who  shall  act  as  chairman,  without  vote 
(Art.  VIII) . 

4.  As  set  forth  in  Article  I,  the  major  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  Compact  are  to : 

“A.  Settle  existing  disputes  and  remove 
causes  of  future  controversy  between  the 
States  of  Colorado  and  Kansas,  and  between 
citizens  of  one  and  citizens  of  the  other 
State,  concerning  the  waters  of  the  Arkansas 
River  and  their  control,  conservation  and 
utilization  for  irrigation  and  other  beneficial 
purposes. 

“B.  Equitably  divide  the  apportion  be¬ 
tween  the  States  of  Colorado  and  Kansas  the 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  and  their  uti¬ 
lization  as  well  as  the  benefits  arising  from 
the  construction,  operation  and  maintenance 
by  the  United  States  of  John  Martin  Reserv- 
voir  Project  for  water  conservation  purposes.” 
And  to  implement  the  opinion  of  the  U.S. 
Supreme  Court  entered  December  6,  1943,  in 
the  case  of  Colorado  v.  Kansas  (320  U.S.  383) 
concerning  the  relative  rights  of  the  respec¬ 


tive  States  in  and  to  the  use  of  waters  of  the 
Arkansas  River. 

5.  Division  of  waters  and  operating  princi¬ 
ples  are  contained  in  article  V. 

6.  Article  III  F  of  the  compact  defines  the 
“conservation  pool”  as  that  portion  of  total 
storage  lying  below  the  “flood  control  stor¬ 
age”  pool.  The  demarkation  is  set  at  eleva¬ 
tion  3,851  m.s.l.  in  article  IV  C. 

7.  The  compact  was  not  intended  to  im¬ 
pede  or  prevent  future  beneficial  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Arkansas  River,  “Provided,  that 
the  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River,  as  defined 
in  article  III,  shall  not  be  materially  de¬ 
pleted  in  usable  quantity  or  availability  for 
use  to  the  water  users  in  Colorado  and  Kan¬ 
sas  under  this  compact  by  such  future  de¬ 
velopment  or  construction.” 

8.  H.R.  7162  (Evans  of  Colorado)  seeks  to 
invade  the  Flood  Control  Storage  pool  to  the 
extent  of  10,000  acre-feet  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  a  permanent  recreation  pool. 
It  does  not  establish  operating  principles  for 
the  permanent  recreation  pool,  nor  does  it 
amend  the  Arkansas  River  Compact  which 
is  the  controlling  instrument  for  the  conser¬ 
vation  pool.  It  does  attempt  to  offer  some 
protection  by  requiring  that  the  permanent 
pool  be  operated  on  “written  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions”  agreed  to  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  Colorado  State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas 
River  Compact  Administration,  and  the  Colo¬ 
rado  Water  Conservation  Board.  However, 
since  the  conservation  pool  (all  the  water 
below  elevation  3,851)  is  to  be  administered 
strictly  in  conformance  with  the  operating 
principles  set  forth  in  the  compact  (article 
V)  and  these  principles  do  not  provide  for 
the  maintenance  of  a  permanent  pool,  a 
conflict  would  exist  between  the  “written 
terms  and  conditions”  (amounting  to  a  sup¬ 
plemental  agreement  without  formal  sanc¬ 
tion  of  Cfongress  and  the  original  negotiat¬ 
ing  parties:  i.e.,  State  of  Kansas  and  State  of 
Colorado)  and  the  provisions  of  the  Arkansas 
River  Compact.  The  compact, ''as  a  superior 
instrument,  would  be  controlling. 

9.  H.R.  7162  contains  this  provision:  “(2) 
The  right  of  irrigators  in  Colorado  and 
Kansas  to  those  waters  available  to  them  un¬ 
der  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River  compact 
and  under  the  laws  of  their  respective  States 
shall  not  be  diminished  or  impaired  by  any¬ 
thing  contained  in  this  Act.”  This  is  only 
the  empty  expression  of  a  pious  sentiment 
unless  measures  are  taken  to  insure  that  in 
actual  practice  the  rights  of  the  irrigators  are 
preserved.  Among  the  measures  that  must 
be  taken  are : 

(a)  the  installation  of  accurate  gaging 
stations  with  continuous  recording  devices; 

(b)  the  updating  of  an  archaic  system  of 
water  administration; 

(c)  the  developed  and  proven  ability  to 
effect  immediate  cutback  of  diversions  when 
the  river  is  falling; 

(d)  the  establishment  of  a  greatly  im¬ 
proved  communication  system  between  the 
division  engineer  and  head  gatekeepers  so 
that  orders  are  carried  out  immediately; 

(e)  the  development  of  realistic  operating 
principles  that  are  binding  upon  all  parties 
to  eliminate  as  far  as  possible  the  likelihood 
of  costly  and  extended  litigation  which  could 
frustrate  the  establishment  of  the  perma¬ 
nent  pool  for  many  years  if  not  indefinitely. 

10.  Sedimentation  has  already  diminished 
the  capacity  of  the  reservoir  by  38,000  acre- 
feet  or  more.  The  conservation  pool  has 
had  to  absorb  36,000  acre-feet  of  this,  re¬ 
ducing  its  capacity  from  400,000  acre-feet  to 
364,000  acre-feet. 

Question;  “Will  a  permanent  pool  increase 
sedimentation,  thereby  shortening  the  life 
of  the  reservoir? 

“If  so,  how  much  will  it  increase  sedimen¬ 
tation,  and  how  many  years  will  it  shorten 
the  life  of  the  reservoir?” 

11.  It  is  indicated  that  10,000  acre-feet  of 
water  will  have  a  surface  area  of  approxi¬ 
mately  1,600  acres  and  therefore  an  average 
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depth  of  about  6  feet.  Maximum  depth 
would  be  about  20  feet,  but  nearly  15  feet  of 
the  20  feet  would  be  silty. 

Question:  “During  low  water  periods  (such 
as  1963-64)  will  10,000  acre-feet  be  sufficient 
to  support  fish  in  any  consequential  num¬ 
bers?” 

An  act  to  grant  the  consent  of  the  United 
States  to  the  Arkansas  River  compact 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  given  to  the 
compact,  signed  (after  negotiations  in  which 
a  representative  of  the  United  States,  duly 
appointed  by  the  President,  participated,  and 
upon  which  he  has  reported  to  the  Congress) 
by  the  Commissioners  for  the  States  of  Colo¬ 
rado  and  Kansas  on  December  14,  1948,  at 
Denver,  Colorado,  and  thereafter  ratified  by 
the  legislatures  of  each  of  the  States  afore¬ 
said,  which  said  compact  reads  as  follows: 

“Arkansas  River  Compact 

“The  State  of  Colorado  and  the  State  of 
Kansas,  parties  signatory  to  this  Compact 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  ‘Colorado’  and 
‘Kansas’,  respectively,  or  individually  as  a 
‘State’,  or  collectively  as  the  ‘States’)  having 
resolved  to  conclude  a  compact  with  respect 
to  the  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River,  and 
being  moved  by  considerations  of  interstate 
comity,  having  appointed  commissioners  as 
follows:  ‘Henry  C.  Vidal,  Gail  L.  Ireland,  and 
Harry  B.  Mendenhall,  for  Colorado;  and 
George  S.  Knapp,  Edward  F.  Arn,  and  William 
E.  Leavitt,  and  Roland  H.  Tate,  for  Kansas’; 
and  the  consent  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  an  inter¬ 
state  compact  not  later  than  January  1,  1950, 
having  been  granted  by  Public  Law  34,  79th 
Congress,  1st  Session,  and  pursuant  thereto 
the  President  having  designated  Hans  Kramer 
as  the  representative  of  the  United  States, 
the  said  commissioners  for  Colorado  and 
Kansas,  after  negotiations  participated  in  by 
the  representative  of  the  United  States,  have 
agreed  as  follows: 

“article  I 

“The  major  purposes  of  this  Compact  are 
to: 

“A.  Settle  existing  disputes  and  remove 
causes  of  future  controversy  between  the 
States  of  Colorado  and  Kansas,  and  between 
citizens  of  one  and  citizens  of  the  other 
State,  concerning  the  waters  of  the  Arkansas 
River  and  their  control,  conservation  and 
utilization  for  irrigation  and  other  beneficial 
purposes. 

“B.  Equitably  divide  and  apportion  be¬ 
tween  the  States  of  Colorado  and  Kansas  the 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  and  their  util¬ 
ization  as  well  as  the  benefits  arising  from 
.  the  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance 
by  the  United  States  of  John  Martin  Reser¬ 
voir  Project  for  water  conservation  purposes. 
“article  ii 

“The  provisions  of  this  compact  are  based 
on  (1)  the  physical  and  other  conditions 
peculiar  to  the  Arkansas  River  and  its  natu¬ 
ral  drainage  basin,  and  the  nature  and  loca¬ 
tion  of  irrigation  and  other  developments 
and  facilities  in  connection  therewith;  (2) 
the  opinion  of  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  en¬ 
tered  December  6,  1943,  in  the  case  of  Colo¬ 
rado  v.  Kansas  (320  U.S.  383)  concerning  the 
relative  rights  of  the  respective  States  in  and 
to  the  use  of  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River; 
and  (3)  the  experience  derived  under  various 
interim  executive  agreements  between  the 
two  States  apportioning  the  waters  released 
from  the  John  Martin  Reservoir  as  operated 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 

“article  III 

“As  used  in  this  compact : 

"A.  The  word  ‘State  line’  means  the  geo¬ 
graphical  boundary  line  between  Colorado 
and  Kansas. 


“B.  The  term  ‘waters  of  the  Arkansas 
River’  means  the  waters  originating  in  the 
natural  drainage  basin  of  the  Arkansas 
River,  including  its  tributaries,  upstream 
from  the  State  line,  and  excluding  waters 
brought  into  the  Arkansas  River  Basin  from 
other  river  basins. 

“C.  The  term  ‘State  line  flow’  means  the 
flow  of  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  as  de¬ 
termined  by  gaging  stations  located  at  or 
near  the  State  line.  The  flow  as  determined 
by  such  stations,  whether  located  in  Colo¬ 
rado  or  Kansas,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
actual  State  line  flow. 

“D.  ‘John  Martin  Reservoir  Project’  is  the 
official  name  of  the  facility  formerly  known 
as  Caddoa  Reservoir  Project,  authorized  by 
the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936,  as  amended, 
for  construction,  operation  and  maintenance 
by  the  War  Department,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
later  designated  as  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
Department  of  the  Army,  and  herein  referred 
to  as  the  ‘Corps  of  Engineers.’  ‘John  Martin 
Reservoir’  is  the  water  storage  space  created 
by  ‘John  Martin  Dam.’ 

“E.  The  ‘flood  control  storage’  is  that  por¬ 
tion  of  the  total  storage  space  in  John  Martin 
Reservoir  allocated  to  flood  control  purposes. 

“F.  The  ‘conservation  pool’  is  that  portion 
of  the  total  storage  space  in  John  Martin 
Reservoir  lying  below  the  flood  control  stor¬ 
age. 

“G.  The  ‘ditches  of  Colorado  Water  Dis¬ 
trict  67’  are  those  ditches  and  canals  which 
divert  water  from  the  Arkansas  River  or  its 
tributaries  downstream  from  John  Martin 
Dam  for  irrigation  use  in  Colorado. 

“H.  The  term  ‘river  flow’  means  the  sum 
of  the  flows  of  the  Arkansas  and  the  Pur- 
gatoire  Rivers  into  John  Martin  Reservoir  as 
determined  by  gaging  stations  appropriately 
located  above  said  reservoir. 

“I.  The  term  ‘the  administration’  means 
the  Arkansas  River  Compact  Administration 
established  under  Article  VIII. 

“article  iv 

“Both  States  recognize  that : 

“A.  This  compact  deals  only  with  the 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  as  defined  in 
Article  III. 

“B.  This  compact  is  not  concerned  with 
the  rights,  if  any,  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico 
or  its  citizens  in  and  to  the  use  in  New 
Mexico  of  waters  of  Trinchera  Creek  or  other 
tributaries  of  the  Purgatoire  River,  a  tribu¬ 
tary  of  the  Arkansas  River. 

“C.  (1)  John  Martin  Dam  will  be  operated 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  store  and  re¬ 
lease  the  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  in 
and  from  John  Martin  Reservoir  for  its 
authorized  purposes. 

“(2)  The  bottom  of  the  flood  control  stor¬ 
age  is  presently  fixed  by  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  U.S.  Army,  at  elevation  3,851  feet 
above  mean  sea  level.  The  flood  control  stor¬ 
age  will  be  operated  for  flood  control  pur¬ 
poses  and  to  those  ends  will  impound  or 
regulate  the  streamflow  volumes  that  are  in 
excess  of  the  then  available  storage  capacity 
of  the  conservation  pool.  Releases  from  the 
flood  control  storage  may  be  made  at  times 
and  rates  determined  by  the  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  to  be  necessary  or  advisable  without 
regard  to  ditch  diversion  capacities  or  re¬ 
quirements  in  either  or  both  States. 

“(3)  The  conservation  pool  will  be  oper¬ 
ated  for  the  benefit  of  water  users  in  Colo¬ 
rado  and  Kansas,  both  upstream  and  down¬ 
stream  from  John  Martin  Dam,  as  provided 
in  this  Compact.  The  maintenance  of  John 
Martin  Dam  and  appurtenant  works  may  at 
times  require  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  re¬ 
lease  waters  then  impounded  in  the  con¬ 
servation  pool  or  to  prohibit  the  storage  of 
water  therein  until  such  maintenance  work 
is  completed.  Flood  control  operation  may 
also  involve  temporary  utilization  of  con¬ 
servation  storage. 

“D.  This  Compact  is  not  intended  to  im¬ 
pede  or  prevent  future  beneficial  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Arkansas  River  basin  in  Colo¬ 


rado  and  Kansas  by  Federal  or  State  agencies, 
by  private  enterprise,  or  by  combinations 
thereof,  which  may  involve  construction  of 
dams,  reservoirs,  and  other  works  for  the 
purposes  of  water  utilization  and  control,  as 
well  as  the  improved  or  prolonged  func¬ 
tioning  or  existing  works:  Provided,  that 
the  water  of  the  Arkansas  River,  as  defined 
in  Article  III,  shall  not  be  materially  de¬ 
pleted  in  usable  quantity  or  availability  for 
use  to  the  water  users  in  Colorado  and  Kan¬ 
sas  under  this  Compact  by  such  future 
development  or  construction. 

“article  v 

“Colorado  and  Kansas  hereby  agree  upon 
the  following  basis  of  apportionment  of  the 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River: 

“A.  Winter  storage  in  John  Martin  Reser¬ 
voir  shall  commence  on  November  1st  of  each 
and  continue  to  and  include  the  next  suc¬ 
ceeding  March  31st.  During  said  period  all 
water  entering  said  reservoir  up  to  the  limit 
of  the  then  available  conservation  capacity 
shall  be  store:  Provided,  that  Colorado  may 
demand  releases  of  water  equivalent  to  the 
river  flow,  but  such  releases  shall  not  exceed 
100  c.f.s.  (cubic  feet  per  second)  and  water 
so  released  shall  be  used  without  avoidable 
waste. 

“B.  Summer  storage  in  John  Martin  Res¬ 
ervoir  shall  commence  on  April  1st  of  each 
year  and  continue  to  and  include  the  next 
succeeding  October  31st.  During  said 
period,  except  when  Colorado  water  users 
are  operating  under  decreed  priorities  as 
provided  in  paragraphs  F  and  G  of  this  Arti¬ 
cle,  all  water  entering  said  reservoir  up  to 
the  limit  of  the  then  available  conservation 
capacity  shall  be  stored:  Provided,  that  Colo¬ 
rado  may  demand  releases  of  water  equiva¬ 
lent  to  the  river  flow  up  to  500  c.f.s.,  and 
Kansas  may  demand  releases  of  water 
equivalent  to  that  portion  of  the  river  flow 
between  500  c.f.s.  and  750  c.f.s.,  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  releases  demanded  by  Colorado. 

“C.  Releases  of  water  stored  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  paragraphs  A  and  B  of  this 
article  shall  be  made  upon  demands  by  Col¬ 
orado  and  Kansas  concurrently  or  separately 
at  any  time  during  the  summer  storage  pe¬ 
riod.  Unless  increases  to  meet  extraordinary 
conditions  are  authorized  by  the  administra¬ 
tion,  separate  releases  of  stored  water  to 
Colorado  shall  not  exceed  750  c.f.s.,  separate 
releases  of  stored  water  to  Kansas  shall  not 
exceed  500  c.f.s.,  and  concurrent  releases  of 
stored  water  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  1,250 
c.f.s.:  Provided,  That  when  water  stored  in 
the  conservation  pool  is  reduced  to  a  quantity 
less  than  20,000  acre-feet,  separate  releases  of 
stored  water  to  Colorado  shall  not  exceed 
600  c.f.s.,  separate  releases  of  stored  water 
to  Kansas  shall  not  exceed  400  c.f.s.,  and 
concurrent  releases  of  stored  water  shall  not 
exceed  1,000  c.f.s. 

“D.  Releases  authorized  by  paragraphs  A 
B  and  C  of  this  Article,  except  when  all 
Colorado  water  users  are  operating  under  de¬ 
creed  priorities  as  provided  in  paragraphs 
F  and  G  of  this  article,  shall  not  impose  any 
call  on  Colorado  water  users  that  divert 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  upstream  from 
John  Martin  Dam. 

“E.  (1)  Releases  of  stored  water  and  re¬ 
leases  of  river  flow  may  be  made  simultane¬ 
ously  upon  the  demands  of  either  or  both 
States. 

“(2)  Water  released  upon  concurrent  or 
separate  demands  shall  be  applied  promptly 
to  beneficial  use  unless  storage  thereof  down¬ 
stream  is  authorized  by  the  administration. 

“(3)  Releases  of  river  flow  and  of  stored 
water  to  Colorado  shall  be  measured  by  gag¬ 
ing  stations  located  at  or  near  John  Martin 
Dam  and  the  releases  to  which  Kansas  is 
entitled  shall  be  satisfied  by  an  equivalent 
in  State  line  flow. 

“(4)  When  water  is  released  from  John 
Martin  Reservoir  appropriate  allowances  as 
determined  by  the  administration  shall  be 
made  for  the  intervals  of  time  required  for 
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such  water  to  arrive  at  the  points  of  diver¬ 
sion  in  Colorado  and  at  the  State  line. 

“(5)  There  shall  be  no  allowance  or  ac¬ 
cumulation  of  credits  or  debits  for  or  against 
either  State. 

“(6)  Storage,  releases  from  storage  and  re¬ 
leases  of  river  flow  authorized  in  this  article 
shall  be  accomplished  pursuant  to  procedures 
prescribed  by  the  administration  under  the 
provisions  of  article  VIII. 

“F.  In  the  event  the  Administration  finds 
that  within  a  period  of  fourteen  (14)  days 
the  water  in  the  conservation  pool  will  be 
or  is  liable  to  be  exhausted,  the  Administra¬ 
tion  shall  forthwith  notify  the  State  Engi¬ 
neer  of  Colorado,  or  his  duly  authorized 
representative,  that  commencing  upon  a  day 
certain  within  said  fourteen  (14)  day  period, 
unless  a  change  of  conditions  justifies  can¬ 
cellation  or  modification  of  such  notice, 
Colorado  shall  administer  the  decreed  rights 
of  water  users  in  Colorado  Water  District  67 
as  against  each  other  and  as  against  all 
rights  now  or  hereafter  decreed  to  water 
users  diverting  upstream  from  John  Martin 
Dam  on  the  basis  of  relative  priorities  in  the 
same  manner  in  which  their  respective 
priority  rights  were  administered  by  Colo¬ 
rado  before  John  Martin  Reservoir  began  to 
operate  and  as  though  John  Martin  Dam  had 
not  been  constructed.  Such  priority  ad¬ 
ministration  by  Colorado  shall  be  continued 
until  the  Administration  finds  that  water 
is  again  available  in  the  conservation  pool  for 
release  as  provided  in  this  Compact,  and 
timely  notice  of  such  finding  shall  be  given 
by  the  Administration  to  the  State  Engineer 
of  Colorado  or  his  duty  authorized  repre¬ 
sentative:  Provided,  that  except  as  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  operation  of  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  paragraph  and  other  ap¬ 
plicable  provisions  of  this  Compact,  when 
there  is  water  in  the  conservation  pool  the 
water  users  upstream  from  John  Martin 
Reservoir  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  decrees 
to  the  ditches  in  Colorado  Water  District  67. 
Except  when  administration  in  Colorado  is 
on  a  priority  basis  the  water  diversions  in 
Colorado  Water  District  67  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  by  Colorado  in  accordance  with 
distribution  agreements  made  from  time  to 
time  between  the  water  users  in  such  Dis¬ 
trict  and  filed  with  the  Administration  and 
with  the  State  Engineer  of  Colorado  or,  in 
the  absence  of  such  agreement,  upon  the 
basis  of  the  respective  priority  decrees,  as 
against  each  other,  in  said  District. 

“G.  During  periods  when  Colorado  reverts 
to  administration  of  decreed  priorities, 
Kansas  shall  not  be  entitled  to  any  portion 
of  the  river  flow  entering  John  Martin 
Reservoir.  Waters  of  the  Arkansas  River 
originating  in  Colorado  which  may  flow 
across  the  Stateline  during  such  periods  are 
hereby  apportioned  to  Kansas. 

“H.  If  the  usable  quantity  and  availability 
for  use  of  the  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River 
to  water  users  in  Colorado  Water  District  67 
and  Kansas  will  be  thereby  materially  de¬ 
pleted  or  adversely  affected,  (1)  priority 
rights  now  decreed  to  the  ditches  of  Colora¬ 
do  Water  District  67  shall  not  hereafter  be 
transferred  to  other  water  districts  in 
Colorado  or  to  points  of  diversion  or  places 
of  use  upstream  from  John  Martin  Dam;  and 
(2)  the  ditch  diversion  rights  from  the 
Arkansas  River  in  Colorado  Water  District 
67  and  of  Kansas  ditches  between  the  State¬ 
line  and  Garden  City  shall  not  hereafter  be 
increased  beyond  the  total  present  rights  of 
said  ditches,  without  the  Administration,  in 
either  case  (1)  or  (2),  making  findings  of 
fact  that  no  such  depletion  or  adverse  effect 
will  result  from  such  proposed  transfer  or 
increase.  Notice  of  legal  proceedings  for  any 
such  proposed  transfer  or  increase  shall  be 
given  to  the  Administration  in  the  manner 
and  within  the  time  provided  by  the  laws 
of  Colorado  or  Kansas  in  such  cases. 


“article  vi 

“A.  (1)  Nothing  in  this  Compact  shall  be 
construed  as  impairing  the  jurisdiction  of 
Kansas  over  the  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River 
that  originate  in  Kansas  and  over  the  waters 
that  flow  from  Colorado  across  the  Stateline 
into  Kansas. 

“(2)  Except  as  otherwise  provided,  nothing 
in  this  Compact  shall  be  construed  as  sup¬ 
planting  the  administration  by  Colorado  of 
the  rights  of  appropriators  of  waters  of  the 
Arkansas  River  in  said  State  as  decreed  to 
said  appropriators  by  the  courts  of  Colorado, 
nor  as  interfering  with  the  distribution 
among  said  appropriators  by  Colorado,  nor  as 
curtailing  the  diversion  and  use  for  irrigation 
and  other  beneficial  purposes  in  Colorado  of 
the  waters  of  the  Arkansas  River. 

“B.  Inasmuch  as  the  Frontier  Canal  diverts 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  in  Colorado  west 
of  the  Stateline  for  irrigation  uses  in  Kansas 
only,  Colorado  concedes  to  Kansas  and  Kan¬ 
sas  hereby  assumes  exclusive  administrative 
control  over  the  operation  of  the  Frontier 
Canal  and  its  headworks  for  such  purposes, 
to  the  same  extent  as  though  said  works 
were  located  entirely  within  the  State  of 
Kansas.  Water  carried  across  the  State  line 
in  the  Frontier  Canal  or  any  other  similarly 
situated  canal  shall  be  considered  to  be  part 
of  the  Stateline  flow. 

“article  vn 

“A.  Each  State  shall  be  subject  to  the 
terms  of  this  Compact.  Where  the  name  of 
the  State  or  the  term  ‘State’  is  used  in  this 
Compact  these  shall  be  construed  to  include 
any  person  or  entity  of  any  nature  whatsoever 
using,  claiming  or  in  any  manner  asserting 
any  right  to  the  use  of  the  waters  of  the 
Arkansas  River  under  the  authority  of  that 
State. 

“B.  This  Compact  establishes  no  general 
principle  or  precedent  with  respect  to  any 
other  interstate  stream. 

“C.  Wherever  any  State  or  Federal  official 
or  agency  is  referred  to  in  this  Compact 
such  reference  shall  apply  to  the  comparable 
official  or  agency  succeeding  to  their  duties 
and  functions. 

“ARTICLE  VIII 

“A.  To  administer  the  provisions  of  this 
Compact  there  is  hereby  created  an  interstate 
agency  to  be  known  as  the  Arkansas  River 
Compact  Administration  herein  designated 
as  ‘the  Administration’. 

“B.  The  Administration  shall  have  power 
to: 

“(1)  Adopt,  amend,  and  revoke  bylaws, 
rules  and  regulations  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Compact; 

“(2)  Prescribe  procedures  for  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  compact:  Provided,  That 
where  such  procedures  involve  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  John  Martin  Reservoir  Project  they 
shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  dis¬ 
trict  engineer  in  charge  of  said  project; 

“(3)  Perform  all  functions  required  to  im¬ 
plement  this  Compact  and  to  do  all  things 
necessary,  proper  or  convenient  in  the  per¬ 
formance  of  its  duties. 

“C.  The  membership  of  the  Administration 
shall  consist  of  three  representatives  from 
each  State  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  re¬ 
spective  Governors  for  a  term  not  to  exceed 
four  years.  One  Colorado  representative 
shall  be  a  resident  of  and  water  right  owner 
in  Water  Districts  14  or  17,  one  Colorado 
representative  shall  be  a  resident  of  and 
water  right  owner  in  Water  District  67,  and 
one  Colorado  representative  shall  be  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board.  Two  Kansas  representatives  shall  be 
residents  of  and  water  right  owners  In  the 
counties  of  Finney,  Kearney,  or  Hamilton, 
and  one  Kansas  representative  shall  be  the 
chief  State  official  charged  with  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  water  rights  in  Kansas.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  is  hereby  requested 
to  designate  a  representative  of  the  United 
States,  and  if  a  representative  is  so  desig- 
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nated  he  shall  be  an  ex-officio  member  and 
act  as  chairman  of  the  Administration  with¬ 
out  vote. 

“D.  The  State  representatives  shall  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  respective  Governors  within 
30  days  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
Compact.  The  Administration  shall  meet 
and  organize  within  60  days  after  such  effec¬ 
tive  date.  A  quorum  for  any  meeting  shall 
consist  of  four  members  of  the  Administra¬ 
tion:  Provided,  that  at  least  two  members 
are  present  from  each  State.  Each  State  shall 
have  but  one  vote  in  the  Administration  and 
every  decision,  authorization  or  other  action 
shall  require  unanimous  vote.  In  case  of  a 
divided  vote  on  any  matter  within  the  pur¬ 
view  of  the  Administration,  the  Administra¬ 
tion  may,  by  subsequent  unanimous  vote, 
refer  the  matter  for  arbitration  to  the  Rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  United  States  or  other 
arbitrator  or  arbitrators,  in  which  event  the 
decision  made  by  such  arbitrator  or  arbi¬ 
trators  shall  be  binding  upon  the  Adminis¬ 
tration. 

“E.  (1)  The  salaries,  if  any,  and  the  per¬ 
sonal  expenses  of  each  member  shall  be  paid 
by  the  Government  which  he  represents.  All 
other  expenses  incident  to  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  Compact  which  are  not  paid  by 
the  United  States  shall  be  borne  by  the  States 
on  the  basis  of  60  percent  by  Colorado  and  40 
percent  by  Kansas. 

“(2)  In  each  even  numbered  year  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  shall  adopt  and  transmit  to  the 
Governor  of  each  State  its  budget  covering 
anticipated  expenses  for  the  forthcoming 
biennium  and  the  amount  thereof  payable 
by  each  State.  Each  State  shall  appropriate 
and  pay  the  amount  due  by  it  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

“(3)  The  Administration  shall  keep  accu¬ 
rate  accounts  of  all  receipts  and  disburse¬ 
ments  and  shall  include  a  statement  thereof, 
together  with  a  certificate  of  audit  by  a  cer¬ 
tified  public  accountant,  in  its  annual  re¬ 
port.  Each  State  shall  have  the  right  to 
make  an  examination  and  audit  of  the  ac¬ 
counts  of  the  Administration  at  any  time. 

“F.  Each  State  shall  provide  such  avail¬ 
able  facilities,  equipment  and  other  assist¬ 
ance  as  the  Administration  may  need  to 
carry  out  its  duties.  To  supplement  such 
available  assistance  the  Administration  may 
employ  engineering,  legal,  clerical  and  other 
aid  as  in  its  judgment  may  be  necessary 
for  the  performance  of  its  functions.  Such 
employees  shall  be  paid  by  and  be  respon¬ 
sible  to  the  Administration,  and  shall  not  be 
considered  to  be  employees  of  either  State. 

“G.  (1)  The  Administration  shall  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  chief  official  of  each  State 
charged  with  the  administration  of  water 
rights  and  with  Federal  agencies  in  the  sys¬ 
tematic  determination  and  correlation  of  the 
facts  as  to  the  flow  and  diversion  of  the 
waters  of  the  Arkansas  River  and  as  to  the 
operation  and  siltation  of  John  Martin  Res¬ 
ervoir  and  other  related  structures.  The 
Administration  shall  cooperate  in  the  pro¬ 
curement,  interchange,  compilation  and 
publication  of  all  factual  data  bearing  upon 
the  administration  of  this  Compact  with¬ 
out,  in  general,  duplicating  measurements, 
observations  or  publications  made  by  State 
or  Federal  agencies.  State  officials  shall  fur¬ 
nish  pertinent  factual  data  to  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  upon  its  request.  The  Administra¬ 
tion  shall,  with  the  collaboration  of  the 
appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies,  de¬ 
termine  as  may  be  necessary  from  time  to 
time,  the  location  of  gaging  stations  required 
for  the  proper  administration  of  this  Com¬ 
pact  and  shall  designate  the  official  records 
of  such  stations  for  its  official  use. 

“(2)  The  Director,  U.S.  Geological  Sur¬ 
vey,  the  Commissioner  of  Reclamation  and 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  U.S.  Army,  are  hereby 
requested  to  collaborate  with  the  adminis¬ 
tration  and  with  appropriate  State  officials 
in  the  systematic  determination  and  correla¬ 
tion  of  data  referred  to  in  paragraph  G  (1) 
of  this  Article  and  in  the  execution  of  other 
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duties  of  such  officials  which  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  proper  administration  of  this 
Compact. 

“(3)  If  deemed  necessary  for  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  Compact,  the  Administra¬ 
tion  may  require  the  installation  and  main¬ 
tenance,  at  the  expense  of  water  users,  of 
measuring  devices  of  approved  type  in  any 
ditch  or  group  of  ditches  diverting  water 
from  the  Arkansas  River  in  Colorado  or 
Kansas.  The  chief  official  of  each  State 
charged  with  the  administration  of  water 
rights  shall  supervise  the  execution  of  the 
Administration’s  requirements  for  such 
installations. 

“H.  Violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of 
this  Compact  or  other  actions  prejudicial 
thereto  which  come  to  the  attention  of  the 
Administration  shall  be  promptly  investi¬ 
gated  by  it.  When  deemed  advisable  as  the 
result  of  such  investigation,  the  Administra¬ 
tion  may  report  its  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  State  official  who  is 
charged  with  the  administration  of  water 
rights  for  appropriate  action,  it  being  the 
intent  of  this  Compact  that  enforcement 
of  its  terms  shall  be  accomplished  in  gen¬ 
eral  through  the  State  agencies  and  officials 
charged  with  the  administration  of  water 
rights. 

“I.  Findings  of  fact  made  by  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  shall  not  be  conclusive  in  any  court 
or  before  any  agency  or  tribunal  but  shall 
constitute  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts 
found. 

“J.  The  Administration  shall  report  an¬ 
nually  to  the  Governors  of  the  States  and 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States  as  to 
matters  within  its  purview. 

"article  ix 

“A.  This  Compact  shall  become  effective 
when  ratified  by  the  Legislature  of  each 
State  and  when  consented  to  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  by  legislation  pro¬ 
viding  substantially,  among  other  things,  as 
follows: 

“  ‘Nothing  contained  in  this  Act  or  in 
the  Compact  herein  consented  to  shall  be 
construed  as  impairing  or  affecting  the  sov¬ 
ereignty  of  the  United  States  or  any  of  its 
rights  or  jurisdiction  in  and  over  the  area 
or  waters  which  are  the  subject  of  such 
Compact:  Provided,  That  the  Chief  of  En¬ 
gineers  is  hereby  authorized  to  operate  the 
conservation  features  of  the  John  Martin 
Reservoir  project  in  a  manner  conforming 
to  such  Compact  with  such  exceptions  as  he 
and  the  Administration  created  pursuant  to 
the  Compact  may  jointly  approve.’ 

“B.  This  Compact  shall  remain  in  effect 
until  modified  or  terminated  by  unanimous 
action  of  the  States  and  in  the  event  of 
modification  or  termination  all  rights  then 
established  or  recognized  by  this  Compact 
shall  continue  unimpaired. 

"In  Witness  whereof.  The  commissioners 
have  signed  this  Compact  in  triplicate 
original,  one  of  which  shall  be  forwarded  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United  States 
of  America  and  one  of  which  shall  be  for¬ 
warded  to  the  Governor  of  each  signatory 
State. 

“Done  in  the  City  and  County  of  Denver, 
in  the  state  of  Colorado,  on  the  14th  day 
of  December,  in  the  Year  of  our  Lord  1948. 
"Henry  C.  Vidal, 

"Gail  L.  Ireland, 

“Harry  B.  Mendenhall, 
"Commissioners  for  Colorado. 
"George  S.  Knapp, 

"Edward  F.  Arn, 

"William  E.  Leavitt, 

“Roland  H.  Tate, 
"Commissioners  for  Kansas. 

"Attest: 

“Warden  L.  Noe, 

"Secretary. 

"Approved. 

"Hans  Kramer, 

"Representative  of  the  United  States .” 


Sec.  2.  Nothing  contained  in  this  Act  or  in 
the  compact  herein  consented  to  shall  be 
construed  as  Impairing  or  affecting  the  sov¬ 
ereignty  of  the  United  States  or  any  of  its 
rights  or  Jurisdiction  in  and  over  the  area 
or  waters  which  are  the  subject  of  such  com¬ 
pact:  Provided,  That  the  Chief  of  Engineers 
is  hereby  authorized  to  operate  the  conserva¬ 
tion  features  of  the  John  Martin  Reservoir 
project  in  a  manner  conforming  to  such 
compact  with  such  exceptions  as  he  and  the 
Administration  created  pursuant  to  the  com¬ 
pact  may  jointly  approve. 

Approved  May  31,  1949. 


Cover  Mendenhall,  Attorney  at 
Law, 

Rocky  Ford,  Colo.,  August  2,  1965. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator  from  Colorado, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  of  July  29  enclosing  copy  of  letter 
dated  July  28,  1965  to  Mr.  Felix  L.  Sparks. 

After  reading  it,  I  think  you  have  taken  the 
only  logical  position  that  can  be  taken  by 
one  interested  in  the  development  of  south¬ 
eastern  Colorado.  There  is  no  question  in 
my  mind  as  to  the  desirability  of  a  perma¬ 
nent  pool  in  John  Martin  Reservoir.  I  think 
probably  an  equal  amount  of  water  for  that 
purpose  would  have  greater  economic  benefit 
to  the  area  than  an  equal  amount  of  water 
used  for  irrigation  purposes.  It  goes  with¬ 
out  saying  that  the  recreational  advantages 
to  the  area  would  be  great  in  addition  to 
the  economic  advantages,  which  are  created 
by  people  seeking  recreation. 

However,  there  is  the  unfortunate  truth 
that  at  the  time  the  dam  was  built  and 
planned  the  various  recreation  type  agencies 
were  not  interested  in  it  and  no  provision 
was  made  for  such  use.  As  you  know  even 
better  than  I,  the  rights  to  that  water  then 
vested  in  irrigators  and  municipal  corpora¬ 
tions.  To  attempt  to  deprive  any  of  those 
people  of  those  rights  at  this  time  would  be 
closely  akin  to  declaring  the  homestead  act 
void  in  retrospect. 

If,  and  only  if,  there  is  other  water  which 
can  be  made  available  to  maintain  a  perma¬ 
nent  pool  without  injury  through  lack  of 
return  flow,  etc.,  from  the  change  in  use  of 
that  other  water,  I  would  be  wholeheartedly 
in  favor  of  the  pool.  As  you  mentioned  to 
Mr.  Sparks,  a  “hole”  always  seems  to  appear 
in  the  river.  I  am  not  sure  whether  this  is 
because  of  archaic  administration,  unantici¬ 
pated  appropriation  of  water  or  just  what¬ 
ever,  but  I  do  know  that  it  appears  and  must 
be  avoided  because  often  the  loss  of  water 
to  an  irrigator  at  a  critical  period  can  lose 
him  his  crop  for  a  year. 

If  there  is  anything  that  I  can  do  to  aid 
or  assist  in  anyway  in  the  resolution  of  these 
differences,  I  would  be  most  happy  to  do  so. 
Very  sincerely  yours. 

Cover. 


The  Fort  Bent  Ditch  Co., 
Lamar,  Colo.,  August  3, 1965. 
Senator  Gordon  Allott, 
c/o  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  Thank  you  very  much  for 
your  good  letter  of  the  29th  ulto,  and  for  the 
interest  you  show  in  our  problem  here  of  a 
permanent  pool  in  the  John  Martin  Reser¬ 
voir. 

Needless  to  say,  we  of  the  Fort  Bent  Ditch 
Co.,  as  well  as  all  other  ditches  below  John 
Martin,  are  against  any  permanent  pool.  We 
can’t  see  where  it  would  be  possible,  even 
though  the  State  Game  and  Fish  Department 
bought  water  for  that  purpose,  to  maintain 
and  regulate  the  reservoir  so  there  would  be 
a  permanent  pool  of  10,000  or  20,000  acre- 
feet.  The  factor  of  seepage  and  of  evapora¬ 
tion  would  be  so  great  (and  so  indetermina¬ 
ble)  that  we  can’t  see  how  it  could  be  main¬ 
tained,  and  at  the  same  time  give  us  the 
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water  that  we  might  need  for  the  purpose  of 
growing  crops. 

I  might  add  here  that  after  we  all  attended 
your  called  meeting  at  the  district  courtroom 
in  the  courthouse  here,  on  January  31,  1964, 
we  all  felt  pretty  good  about  this  deal,  be¬ 
cause  of  your  promise  made  there.  Then 
later  on,  after  Frank  Evans  was  elected  as 
Representative  from  this  district,  he  called  a 
meeting  of  the  Ditch  companies  and  water 
users  (I  don’t  remember  the  date)  in  the 
rear  room  of  Bosley’s  cafe  here  in  Lamar,  at 
which  there  must  have  been  some  50  or  60 
present,  and  at  that  time  he  made  the  state¬ 
ment  that  he  would  not  introduce,  or  sup¬ 
port,  a  bill  in  favor  of  a  permanent  pool. 
However,  from  what  the  press  says,  he  did  in¬ 
troduce  the  bill,  and  I  am  informed  that  he 
is  working  to  have  such  a  bill  passed  by  the 
House.  I  can’t  go  along  with  such  tactics  as 
this.  I  would  like  to  see  a  man  stick  with 
his  convictions,  and  not  be  “wishy-washy” 
and  try  to  ride  both  sides  of  the  fence  in  a 
matter  that  is  as  important  as  this  one  is. 

You  are  correct  in  that  the  Arkansas  is 
the  most  overappropriated  river  in  the  State 
of  Colorado,  and  we  here  at  the  lower  end 
of  the  valley  need  this  water  to  raise  crops, 
rather  than  to  use  what  we  need  for  irriga¬ 
tion  for  recreational  purposes. 

Our  board  of  directors  will  meet  this  com¬ 
ing  Saturday  evening,  and  I  will  read  your 
letters  to  them  when  they  meet,  and  I  am 
sure  that  they  will  be  pleased  to  know  that 
you  are  still  looking  after  the  interests  of 
the  farmers  below  John  Martin. 

I  know  that  Felix  Sparks  is  out  working 
mighty  hard  to  have  a  permanent  pool 
created  above  the  dam,  but  we  here  below 
the  dam  are  all  interested  in  irrigation. 
Sure,  we  would  like  to  have  a  place  to  fish 
and  boat  ride,  but  we  feel  that  raising  crops 
is  a  whole  lot  more  essential  than  fishing 
and  boating,  and  especially  when  we  have 
other  places  in  this  territory  where  fishing 
and  boating  are  available. 

Again  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  letter, 
and  for  your  stand  for  agriculture  versus 
recreation. 

With  kindest  personal  regards  to  both  you 
and  Welda,  from  Joyce  and  myself,  I  am, 
Your  very  sincerely, 

Grover  L.  Carrico, 

President. 


Holly,  Colo., 
August  30,  1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Allott  :  Thank  you  very  much  for 
information  concerning  the  actions  on  a 
permanent  pool  in  John  Martin. 

I  could  probably  write  a  very  large  book 
on  reasons  why  I  do  not  want  the  permanent 
pool,  but  I’ll  say  a  permanent  pool  would  be 
an  asset  to  the  valley.  It  is  doubtful  that  I 
mention  anything  that  you  do  not  already 
know  and  possibly  more  about  it. 

We  know  the  U.S.  Government  is  pushing 
recreational  projects  all  over  the  United 
States  and  rightly  so.  I  would  think  local 
citizens  should  know  the  needs  of  their  par¬ 
ticular  locality.  However,  in  case  of  perma¬ 
nent  pool  in  John  Martin  it  is  very  apparent 
that  the  sportsmen  that  are  pushing  it  are 
doing  so  out  of  spite  or  mockery.  A  few  years 
ago  it  was  necessary  to  drain  the  reservoir 
to  meet  irrigating  needs  and  to  help  in  clean¬ 
ing  some  of  the  mud  from  the  lake.  At  that 
time  many  fish  lost  their  home.  Most  was 
caught  by  the  public.  I  myself  got  about  one 
hundred  pounds,  all  carp.  I  tried  to  find  a 
game  fish  but  got  none.  Nevertheless  the 
pool  pushers  made  big  news  of  the  tons  of 
fish  the  “dirty”  farmers  has  destroyed.  The 
fact  the  fish  and  game  department  went  to 
great  cost  to  seine  and  destroy  tons  of  carp 
from  other  pools  nearby  seemed  all  fair 
and  good  to  the  sportsmen  maybe  we  farmers 
should  have  charged  the  taxpayers  for  our 
services. 
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If  this  pool  was  capable  of  creating  any 
recreational  facilities  and  harboring  some 
game  fish,  I  for  one  would  be  for  it.  It  can 
never  be  anything  but  a  mud  hole.  Where 
is  the  shoreline?  Where  is  the  sandy  beach? 
Where  are  the  trees?  Where  is  the  wading 
pool?  Swimming  pool?  and  picnic  grounds, 
etc.?  At  present  the  permanent  pool  has 
about  400,000  acre-feet  of  water  on  top  of  it. 
When  this  water  is  lowered  to  leave  the 
10,000  acre-feet  permanent  pool  it  will  take 
a  full  year  for  the  mud  beach  to  dry  so  the 
lake  can  be  reached.  I  would  like  a  pool,  but 
by  all  means  not  a  big  mud  flat  down  under  a 
changing  reservoir. 

It  is  understandable  why  we  have  all  carp 
and  no  game  fish  in  this  valley.  Water  that 
has  been  held  2  weeks  or  more  becomes  very 
strong  with  chemicals  that  are  severe  on 
humans  as  well  as  fish.  One  needs  experience 
only  a  few  days  of  irrigating  in  this  water 
and  note  how  the  hands  crack  open  to  bleed¬ 
ing  depth  within  the  first  day. 

Sure  a  permanent  pool  will  work  just  fine 
for  the  next  year  due  to  the  fact  that  there 
is  plenty  of  water,  and  no  one  knows  the 
difference  whether  there  is  a  pool  or  not. 
The  backers  don’t  need  the  pool;  the  farmers 
don’t  need  the  water.  Only  when  the  farmers 
need  the  water  badly  will  the  pool  be  needed. 
Why  not  direct  pool  backers  attention  to 
an  off  stream  storage  or  another  dam  on  the 
river.  It  seems  unfair  to  the  cities  of  Lamar, 
Granada,  Holly,  and  many  others  for  flood 
control  to  be  impaired  by  robbing  it  of 
10,000  acre-feet.  Surely  the  past  3  months 
has  proven  that  more  flood  control  is  needed; 
also  enough  water  has  run  by  this  summer  to 
more  than  fill  another  John  Martin. 

Your  letter  to  Mr.  Sparks,  July  28,  proves 
to  me  you  are  on  guard  for  all  interest.  Page 
2  states  a  permanent  pool  was  tried  and 
failed.  You  seem  right  in  stating  that  upper 
river  couldn’t  let  water  go  by  when  they 
were  dry.  I  noted  once  last  month  report 
gave  3,000  second-feet  passing  Pueblo;  500 
second-feet  passing  Las  Animas,  this  2,500 
second-feet  being  used  in  a  rainy  spell  with 
lighter  demands  in  the  upper  divisions. 

Too,  in  considering  the  evaporation;  that 
alone  could  ruin  everything  for  the  pool. 
I  believe  the  Amity  Canal  has  records  to  show 
that  they  at  one  time  stored  an  amount  of 
water  in  the  lakes  north  of  Lamar.  Prom 
18  months  to  2  years  later  75  percent  had 
been  lost.  The  canal  recovered  only  25 
percent  of  its  stockpile.  Records  should  be 
available  also  to  show  that  the  river  flow 
was  not  sufficient  to  supply  a  10,000  acre- 
feet  permanent  pool,  plus  evaporation  for 
the  summer  of  1964. 

It  is  also  my  opinion  that  the  Colorado 
Pish  and  Game  Department  would  welcome 
the  chance  to  point  out  to  the  public  that  a 
fish  pool  in  John  Martin  is  of  the  lowest 
possible  value  to  anyone.  The  great  expense 
to  the  taxpayers  to  change  this  thing  should 
by  all  means  be  used  toward  something  with 
recreational  features.  Tourists  would  cer¬ 
tainly  sneer  at  a  mud  flat  with  not  a  shade 
in  2  miles. 

I  appreciate  your  efforts  for  trying  to  stage 
some  hearings  in  this  valley  and  will  welcome 
the  chance  to  attend  any  and  all  that  may  be 
scheduled. 

Hoping  to  see  you  on  your  return  to 
Lamar. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Palmer  P.  Pendergraft. 


The  Rocky  Ford  Ditch  Co., 

Rocky  Ford,  Colo.,  October  13,  1965. 
Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  Under  direction  of 
the  board  of  directors  of  the  Rocky  Ford 
Ditch  Co.,  I  have  been  instructed  to  advise 
you  our  company  is  not  opposed  to  a  perma¬ 
nent  pool  at  the  John  Martin  Dam.  We  do, 
however,  feel  strongly  that  this  has  to  be 
done  in  such  a  way  that  it  does  not  interfere 


with  the  irrigation  or  ditch  company  priori¬ 
ties  and  operation  of  the  Arkansas  River. 
Our  company  concurs  with  your  handling  of 
this  and  wish  to  express  our  thanks  for  the 
manner  in  which  you  are  working  out  this 
issue. 

Sincerely  yours,  — 

William  Madonna, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 

The  Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron  Corp., 

Denver,  Colo.,  August  27, 1965. 
Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  let¬ 
ter  of  July  29,  1965,  addressed  to  Mr.  S.  A. 
Ott,  vice  president  of  operations,  the  Colo¬ 
rado  Fuel  &  Iron  Corp.  I  am  taking  the 
liberty  of  answering  that  letter  since  I  re¬ 
cently  assumed  the  position  of  vice  presi¬ 
dent  in  charge  of  operations. 

We  have  given  serious  thought  to  the  ques¬ 
tions  and  matters  discussed  in  your  letter  of 
July  28  to  Mr.  Sparks.  Needless  to  say,  the 
Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron  Corp.  has  a  vital  in¬ 
terest  in  the  matter  of  water  rights  in  the 
Arkansas  Valley  and  we  appreciate  having 
the  opportunity  of  making  a  few  comments. 

We  have  become  increasingly  concerned 
for  the  last  few  years  with  regard  to  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron’s  water  rights 
from  the  Arkansas  and  its  tributaries.  There 
are  various  reasons  for  this  concern,  but 
among  these  are  the  problem  of  the  enforce¬ 
ment  and  protection  of  water  priorities  in 
the  entire  river  system  and  the  adverse  effect 
on  existing  water  rights  resulting  from  wells 
which  are  permitted  to  draw  water  from 
sources  which  are  tributary  to  the  river. 

With  specific  regard  to  the  establishment 
of  a  permanent  recreational  pool  in  the  John 
Martin  Reservoir,  we  feel  that  any  such  action 
must  be  taken  very  carefully  and  only  with 
proper  regard  to  and  safeguards  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  existing  water  rights.  Certainly 
water  for  any  such  permanent  recreational 
pool  should  be  acquired  from  existing  sources 
and  should  be  used  in  a  manner  that  would 
not  adversely  affect  the  vested  rights  of  other 
water  users.  What  I  am  saying  is  basically 
that  if  a  permanent  recreational  pool  is  to 
be  established,  water  must  be  purchased  for 
this  purpose  and  when  the  use  and  point  of 
diversion  of  the  water  are  changed  for  this 
purpose,  such  must  be  accomplished  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  basic  Colorado  water  law. 
This  would  mean  that  there  could  not  be 
any  enlarged  use  and  that  other  appropria- 
tors  would  not  be  adversely  affected.  Spe¬ 
cifically,  the  new  use  should  not  result  in 
any  greater  call  on  the  river  or  in  any  exist¬ 
ing  appropriator  having  the  conditions 
changed  insofar  as  the  water  available  for 
his  appropriation  is  concerned. 

In  line  with  the  foregoing,  it  would  seem 
that  careful  consideration  should  be  given 
as  to  the  point  from  which  the  water  was 
taken  to  supply  the  permanent  recreational 
pool.  If  an  irrigation  right  were  acquired, 
then  the  land  which  had  been  previously 
irrigated  by  this  right  would  presumably 
have  to  be  retired  as  irrigated  land.  Here 
again  we  might  have  the  problem  of  wells 
being  drilled  to  make  up  for  the  loss  of  water 
involved  in  the  surface  right  that  was  sold. 
If  these  wells  were  tributary  to  the  stream, 
there  could  be  an  adverse  effect  on  existing 
appropriators.  If  the  water  right  were  ac¬ 
quired  from  a  user  below  the  John  Martin 
Reservoir,  particular  attention  should  be 
given  to  the  question  of  whether  appropria¬ 
tors  above  the  reservoir  would  be  injured. 

As  I  have  said,  we  are  basically  concerned 
with  the  strict  enforcement  of  priorities  in 
the  Arkansas  River  to  protect  existing  appro¬ 
priators  and  with  the  complete  recognition 
of  basic  water  law  principles  having  to  do 
with  change  of  use  and  change  of  point  of 
diversion  in  connection  with  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  any  water  right  and  its  transfer  to 
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the  reservoir  for  the  permanent  recreational 
pool. 

We  note  you  suggest  that  there  be  hearings 
on  the  matter  in  the  area  before  any  defini¬ 
tive  action  is  taken.  This,  we  feel,  would 
be  advisable  in  almost  any  case,  but  it  is 
particularly  so  in  connection  with  any  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  this  time 
due  to  the  many  controversies  and  problems 
that  exist. 

We  do  appreciate  having  the  opportunity 
to  comment  to  you  and  will  look  forward 
to  hearing  further  regarding  developments 
in  this  matter. 

Very  truly  yours. 

Clay  Crawford. 


Welborn,  Dufford  &  Cook, 

Attorneys  at  Law, 
Denver,  Colo.,  August  31,  1965. 
Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  This  is  in  reply  to 
your  letter  of  July  29  with  which  you  sent 
me  a  copy  of  your  letter  of  July  28  to  Mr. 
Sparks  dealing  with  the  John  Martin  Reser¬ 
voir  situation. 

I  consulted  with  Mr.  C.  Clay  Crawford, 
vice  president  in  charge  of  operations  of  the 
Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron  Corp.,  in  regard  to  his 
letter  of  August  27,  1965,  to  you  on  the  same 
subject.  I  concur  in  the  views  expressed 
by  Mr.  Crawford. 

The  basic  concern  which  I  have  as  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron  Corp. 
and  also  as  an  attorney  interested  in  water 
law  is  with  the  administration  of  water 
rights  in  the  Arkansas  Valley.  As  you  know, 
the  Colorado  Legislature  this  past  spring  en- 
jacted  significant  legislation  dealing  with 
underground  water.  It  is  expected  that 
these  new  laws  will  not  only  clarify  the 
authority  of  the  State  engineer  and  his 
department  but  will  also  provide  the  State 
engineer  with  additional  power  to  deal  with 
waters  which  are  tributary  to  a  natural 
stream. 

Perhaps  the  most  serious  problem  that  has 
confronted  surface  appropriators  in  recent 
years  is  the  encroachment  upon  the  water 
available  to  satisfy  their  priorities  as  a  result 
of  pumping  from  wells  which  are  either  in 
the  bed  of  the  Arkansas  River  or  which  are 
drawing  from  sources  tributary  to  it.  Many 
of  these  wells  have  been  permitted  to  take 
water  without  regard  to  priorities  and  thus 
adversely  affect  surface  appropriators.  This 
adverse  effect  is  felt  by  Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron 
even  though  its  water  rights  are  upstream 
a  great  distance  from  the  well  diversions. 
The  reason  for  this,  of  course,  is  that  appro¬ 
priators  upstream  are  required  to  curtail 
their  diversions  to  satisfy  senior  appropria¬ 
tors  downstream  whose  source  of  water  has 
been  depleted  by  wells. 

I  am  not  thoroughly  familiar  with  the 
John  Martin  Reservoir  problem  and  all  of 
its  ramifications.  Of  course  it  would  be  de¬ 
sirable  from  many  standpoints  to  establish 
a  recreation  pool  in  that  reservoir  to  bene¬ 
fit  people  who  can  derive  pleasure  from  it. 
Certainly  the  establishment  of  any  pool  must, 
however,  be  achieved  with  due  recognition 
of  the  constitutional  and  statutory  rights 
of  other  water  uses. 

I  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  this  important  matter.  If  there 
is  anything  further  I  can  do,  please  do  not 
hesitate  to  let  me  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Bob  Welborn. 


Bristol,  Colo., 
August  26,  1965. 

Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  I  received  your  let¬ 
ter  of  July  29  and  also  a  copy  of  the  letter 
you  sent  to  Mr.  Felix  Sparks  in  regard  to 
the  permanent  pool  behind  John  Martin 
Dam. 
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I  am  In  full  accord  with  the  principles  you 
have  stated  in  this  letter  and  I  do  not  think 
any  action  should  be  taken  to  secure  a  per¬ 
manent  pool  without  a  public  hearing  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  interest  of  all. 

No  person  who  is  familiar  with  this  area 
could  conscientiously  say  that  irrigators 
below  the  dam  would  not  be  adversely  af¬ 
fected  by  a  permanent  pool. 

It  is  my  belief  that  ditches  above  the  dam 
benefit  more  from  the  dam  than  those  below. 
In  periods  of  drought  I  believe  that  the  dam 
is  a  definite  liability  to  irrigators  below,  be¬ 
cause  under  the  provisions  of  the  Arkansas 
River  compact  the  upstream  ditches  run 
the  winter  water  while  those  below  cannot 
get  any  from  November  1  to  April  1. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  your  inter¬ 
est  in  this  matter  and  appreciate  your  ef¬ 
forts  to  represent  all  the  people. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Orville  Hopkins. 


Manzanola,  Colo., 

August  23,  1965. 

Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  In  reply  to  your  letter  of 
July  29,  1965,  enclosing  a  copy  of  your  letter 
to  Mr.  Felix  L.  Sparks,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  am 
very  pleased  with  the  attitude  you  have 
taken  on  all  of  these  irrigation  problems. 

It  appears  that  you  favor  a  permanent 
recreational  pool  at  the  John  Martin  only 
in  case  that  certain  problems  are  properly 
solved  beforehand.  I  think  this  is  so  im¬ 
portant  that  the  recreation  pool  should  not 
be  built  unless  these  problems  you  suggest 
are  previously  correctly  solved. 

I  think  that  holding  a  public  hearing  in 
the  area  is  one  of  the  important  things  that 
should  be  done  before  any  legislation  is 
passed  by  the  Senate. 

Best  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  C.  Vroman,  Jr. 


Holly,  Colo., 
August  14, 1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  agree  with  your  stand  on 
the  water  situation  at  John  Martin  Dam.  I 
feel  that  you  will  do  everything  possible  to 
protect  our  water  rights. 

I  am  not  interested  in  boating  or  fishing, 
but  I  am  vitally  interested  in  irrigation 
water. 


Sincerely, 


Philip  Flint. 


Cruikshank  Farms, 
Granada,  Colo.,  August  23, 1965. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  I  am  sorry  that  lam  late  in 
answering  your  letter  but  it  was  missent  to 
Koen  and  I  Just  now  received  your  corre¬ 
spondence. 

This  fish  pool  question  is  still  a  hot  topic 
of  conversation  in  the  lower  Arkansas  Val¬ 
ley;  however,  the  sentiment  compared  to  a 
few  years  ago  when  you  had  the  hearing  in 
the  Prowers  County  courthouse  has  changed 
quite  a  bit  in  favor  of  the  pool.  I  would  say 
that  half  of  the  irrigators  in  all  the  ditch 
companies  except  the  Amity  would  be  in 
favor  of  a  permanent  pool  providing  the 
necessary  water  rights  could  be  obtained  and 
a  solution  could  be  worked  out  on  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  pool.  Perhaps  the  best 
idea  is  your  own  suggestion  that  they  hold 
hearings  in  the  valley.  I  think  this  is  a 
must. 

We  all  appreciate  very  much  your  interest 
in  this  matter  and  know  that  you  will  look 
out  after  our  interests. 

Best  regards, 

C.  G.  Cruikshank. 


Hartman,  Colo., 

August  19, 1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of 
July  28,  relative  to  your  stand  on  a  perma¬ 
nent  pool  and  your  letter  to  Mr.  Felix  Sparks. 
Thank  you  for  taking  a  long  look  at  the  dif¬ 
ferent  angles  which  would  be  created  by  the 
establishment  of  a  permanent  pool. 

I  feel  that  the  majority  of  the  people  be¬ 
low  the  dam  would  favor  a  permanent  pool, 
if  a  feasible  plan  could  be  adopted  which 
would  not  jeopardize  the  lifeblood  of  our 
economy.  Such  a  plan  would  have  to  in¬ 
clude  such  items  as  (1)  revamping  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  water  administration  to  the  extent 
that  changes  in  flow  of  streams  could  be 
affected  every  6  to  8  hours  instead  of  every 
20  hours,  (2)  relatively  accurate  gaging 
stations  with  more  frequent  reports  given 
on  same,  (3)  a  supervisor,  who  could  be 
hired  by  the  ditches  below  the  dam  at  a 
nominal  cost  to  each  to  work  concurrently 
with  upstream  interests,  to  more  efficiently 
distribute  water  to  those  who  have  a  legal 
right  to  same,  (4)  a  clause  for  evaporation, 
such  a  clause  would  by  necessity  of  its  na¬ 
ture,  have  to  be  worked  out  with  engineers 
who  have  some  formula  which  would  most 
nearly  fit  our  climatic  conditions.  Several 
other  aspects  should  be  given  consideration 
but  I  am  sure  that  with  a  meeting  or  series 
of  meetings  among  intelligent  men  a  set 
of  operating  principles  could  be  arrived  at 
which  would  be  of  best  interests  to  all  con¬ 
cerned. 

Let’s  not  leave  a  stone  unturned,  lest  we 
Injure  the  rights  of  someone  anywhere  along 
the  Arkansas.  If  I  may  be  of  any  service 
please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wilford  O.  Randle. 


Holly,  Colo., 
August  10,  1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Allott:  In  reply  to  your  letter 
to  Mr.  Felix  Sparks.  I  am  opposed  to  the 
permanent  pool,  mainly  because  the  oper¬ 
ating  procedure  could  cost  us  a  great  loss 
of  water.  Many  times  during  the  dry  years 
the  dam  would  be  empty,  then  receive  a 
rain  impounding  some  water  in  the  dam,  as 
the  dam  was  going  empty,  we  would  call 
for  our  riverflow.  Sometimes  1  to  2  days 
of  water  are  lost  because  the  water  was 
not  released  soon  enough.  During  the  dry 
years  this  occurs  often,  so  the  river  would 
have  to  be  administered  very  careful. 

Also  in  a  dry  period,  on  the  Amity  Canal, 
during  a  24-hour  period  the  amount  of  cubic 
feet  may  vary  from  none  up  to  500  and 
back  to  100  or  an  amount  similar.  Do  you 
think  the  Army  Engineers  would  raise  and 
close  the  gates  so  that  we  could  run  water 
in  this  manner?  This  is  a  long  way  from 
normal  but  does  happen  and  sometimes  on 
holidays  and  Sundays.  Would  the  Army 
Engineers  handle  this? 

If  the  permanent  pool  becomes  a  reality,  I 
agree  with  you  100  percent,  on  having  the 
ditches  handle  the  operating  principles. 

I  was  in  Denver  about  2  years  ago  to 
attend  a  Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board 
meeting.  Jim  Romer  was  spokesman  for 
the  Amity  Ditch  Co.  at  the  meeting.  His 
argument  opposing  the  pool  was:  we  would 
not  receive  the  silt,  which  would  settle  in 
the  dam.  In  irrigating,  a  certain  amount 
of  silt  is  much  more  beneficial  and  too  much 
silt  prevents  the  water  from  soaking  in  the 
ground,  causing  the  water  to  just  run  off. 

In  my  understanding,  in  agreeing  for  the 
permanent  pool,  then  finding  it  would  not 
work  satisfactory,  we  would  be  stuck  with 
it. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Floyd  Thompson. 


Quinn  Oil  Co., 
Lamar,  Colo.,  August  12, 1965. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  Thanks  for  your  letter  and 
invitation  for  my  comments  on  the  perma¬ 
nent  pool  at  John  Martin.  We  are  all  aware 
of  the  fact  that  the  Arkansas  Valley  is  farm¬ 
ing  area,  and  the  water  to  this  community  is 
a  very  important  item.  People  who  own  land 
with  ditch  rights  should  be  considered,  be¬ 
cause  these  rights  date  back  for  a  good  many 
years. 

Gordon,  there  is  something  else  that  we 
have  to  consider  in  our  thinking  on  the  water 
problem.  That  is  the  domestic  use  of  water. 
The  homes,  businesses  and  industries  are 
using  more  and  more  water  and  here  in  La¬ 
mar  our  long  range  outlook  isn’t  very  bright. 
This  necessitates  a  good  look  be  given  to  this 
problem. 

Frankly,  Gordon,  it  is  hard  to  tell  you  any¬ 
thing  that  is  new  on  the  water  problem  for 
southeast  Colorado.  Not  only  have  you 
served  on  a  ditch  company’s  board,  but  you 
have  kept  up  with  the  water  problems  in  the 
area  admirably.  However,  I  would  like  to 
express  a  few  thoughts  on  the  various  prob¬ 
lems. 

Hunting,  fishing,  boating,  camping,  and 
picnicking  bring  a  lot  of  money  into  our  area. 
It  is  about  200  miles  to  the  mountains  and 
we  feel  that  this  part  of  the  State  should 
have  more  to  offer  in  the  way  of  recreation 
facilities.  I  think  John  Martin  Lake  with  a 
permanent  pool  would  help  provide  this. 

Poor  management  of  our  water  is  another 
problem.  There  is  enough  water  wasted  in 
opening  and  closing  the  gates  at  the  dam  to 
provide  water  for  a  permanent  pool.  It  is 
my  wish  that  a  permanent  pool  be  created 
at  John  Martin  Lake  and  that  a  closer  and 
better  management  of  all  our  water  be  put 
into  force.  New  laws  should  be  created  for 
the  ditch  companies  at  the  same  time  so 
that  they  won’t  suffer  unduly  by  the  changes 
made  with  an  established  permanent  pool. 
It  is  my  hope  that  all  these  aforementioned 
changes  would  provide  a  better  business  cli¬ 
mate  and  a  more  enjoyable  place  to  live  in 
southeast  Colorado. 

Best  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  E.  Quinn. 

Ordway,  Colo., 

August  6, 1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  I  have  received  a 
copy  of  your  letter  dated  July  28,  1965,  to 
Felix  L.  Sparks  in  relation  to  the  proposed 
permanent  pool  in  John  Martin  Reservoir  for 
recreation  purposes. 

Referring  to  paragraph  1  on  page  3,  and 
to  the  last  paragraph  on  page  3  of  the  afore¬ 
said  letter,  you  have  therein  clearly  outlined 
the  problems  in  connection  with  the  estab¬ 
lishment  and  operation  of  such  a  pool,  with 
but  one  exception. 

In  order  to  protect  vested  rights  along  the 
river  and  to  overcome  any  legitimate  com¬ 
plaints  from  these  water  users  it  is  the 
opinion  of  a  number  of  us  that  (1)  we  must 
know  the  source,  or  sources,  from  which 
water  will  be  obtained  to  make  the  initial 
pool  filling  of  10,000  acre-feet,  or  whatever 
amount  is  selected,  (2)  we  must  know  the 
source,  or  sources,  from  which  water  will  be 
secured  to  offset  annual  losses  to  the  pool 
from  evaporation  and  seepage. 

In  relation  to  items  1  and  2  above  it  is 
my  opinion  that  such  a  pool  can  only  be 
established  and  maintained  by  purchases  of 
water  imported  from  Colorado’s  western 
slope,  or  from  some  other  source  foreign  to 
the  Arkansas  River  surface  water  basin.  It 
is  not  to  fantastic  to  propose  that  the  orig¬ 
inal  pool  be  established  with  imported  sur- 
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face  water  and,  following  its  establishment, 
seepage,  and  evaporation  losses  be  replaced 
annually  through  the  use  of  water  from 
wells. 

In  relation  to  the  possible  purchase  of 
such  imported  water  for  this  purpose  and, 
had  an  agreement  to  purchase  been  previ¬ 
ously  negotiated,  the  pool  could  easily  have 
been  filled  this  current  year.  A  municipality 
and  two  irrigation  companies  on  the  Arkan¬ 
sas  River,  who  import  western  slope  water, 
were  forced  to  waste  thousands  of  acre-feet 
of  such  water  because  of  the  lack  of  reservoir 
storage  space.  This  is,  of  course,  a  tremen¬ 
dous  water  year  because  of  the  series  of  floods 
and  because  of  the  very  high  water  content 
of  the  snow  pack  in  the  mountains. 

A  possible  source  of  water  to  establish  and 
maintain  such  a  pool  could  be  the  South¬ 
eastern  Colorado  Water  Conservancy  District 
at  such  time  as  it  has  imported  water  for 
sale.  John  Martin  Reservoir  is  theoretically 
eligible  for  such  purchase  since  it  lies  within 
the  said  district. 

We  are  entirely  sympathetic  to  the  need 
and  desire  of  these  people  for  such  a  recre¬ 
ational  facility  in  the  area  and  we  know 
many  of  them  are  very  puzzled  and  quite 
upset  because  to  date  they  have  failed  to 
get  any  concrete  results. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  us  if  we  can  be 
of  assistance. 

Very  truly  yours, 

The  Twin  Lakes  Reservoir  & 

Canal  Co. 

Wallace  A.  Doe, 

General  Manager  and  Engineer. 


Hartman,  Colo., 

August  12,  1965. 

Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

W  ashington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  You  are  to  be  commended  on 
your  stand  concerning  the  permanent  pool  at 
John  Martin  Dam. 

As  you  have  consistently  said,  until  the 
river  regulations  are  changed  and  better 
gauging  stations  maintained  the  residents 
below  the  dam  would  surely  be  the  losers 
in  dry  times,  which  seems  to  be  the  case 
about  90  percent  of  the  time. 

Again,  thanks  for  sticking  to  your  beliefs 
against  a  lot  of  pressure. 

Respectfully  yours. 

N.  L.  McTaggart. 

P.S. — Farmer  below  the  dam  who  likes  to 
fish  as  well  as  any  one. 


Donohoe  Chevrolet  Co., 

Holly,  Colo.,  August  7,  1965. 
Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  In  regard  to  your  letter  of 
July  29,  1965  concerning  my  comments  on 
your  letter  to  Mr.  Felix  Sparks  I  find  that  I 
am  in  complete  accord  with  you. 

As  you  well  know,  agriculture  is  the  base 
of  our  whole  economy  here  in  southeastern 
Colorado  and  the  conservation  of  water  is  of 
prime  importance  to  everyone. 

I  have  talked  to  many  people,  farmers, 
businessmen,  employees,  etc.,  and  I  have 
yet  to  find  anyone  who  is  not  in  favor  of  a 
permanent  pool  behind  John  Martin  Dam. 
These  people  all  realize  its  signifiance  and 
its  potential  for  recreation  for  themselves 
and  as  an  added  attraction  for  tourists. 

As  you  can  understand  most  townspeople 
are  not  very  much  interested  in  the  ways  or 
means  of  such  a  pool,  they  just  want  it  one 
way  or  another. 

The  farmers,  on  the  other  hand,  are  in 
favor  of  a  permanent  pool  only  if  it  will  not 
deprive  them  of  their  legal  rights. 

I  have  talked  to  the  superintendent  of  the 
Amity  Mutual  Irrigation  Co.,  Mr.  Bill  How¬ 
land,  and  he  said  that  they  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  pool  but  the  reason  they  have 
balked  so  far  to  the  idea  is  that  the  game 
and  fish  department  has  not  indicated  to 


them  where  the  water  will  come  from  and 
how  it  will  be  administered  when  they  do 
get  it. 

I  think  that  as  soon  as  the  question  of  the 
availability  of  the  water  is  settled  and  a  set 
of  operating  principles  have  been  drawn  up 
you  will  have  no  conflict  with  anyone.  I 
know  that  it  will  be  difficult  to  satisfy  every¬ 
one  and  I  wish  I  had  an  easy  solution  to  the 
problem  but  I  am  not  well  enough  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  law  and  how  you  go  about 
getting  things  like  this  done. 

Gordon,  we  want  and  need  this  permanent 
pool  behind  John  Martin  Dam  and  I  know 
you  will  do  everything  in  your  power  to  see 
that  we  get  it  and  that  it  will  be  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  people  of  southeastern 
Colorado.  — 

I  hope  I  have  been  of  some  assistance  in 
this  matter. 

John  Donohoe. 


La  Junta,  Colo., 

August  5,  1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  I  have  reviewed  your  letter 
of  July  28,  1965,  directed  to  Larry  Sparks 
concerning  a  permanent  pool  at  John 
Martin.  As  you  know,  I  represent  the  Hol¬ 
brook  Mutual  Irrigating  Co.,  which  diverts 
water  above  the  dam  with  a  rather  late 
priority. 

Our  concern  with  regard  to  a  permanent 
pool  is  not  so  much  the  source  of  water 
which  creates  the  pool,  but  the  source  which 
will  replenish  it.  The  only  thing  that  I 
have  heard  is  that  water  will  be  bought  to 
replenish  evaporation  and  seepage  loss.  The 
source  of  this  purchased  water  is  of  prime 
concern  to  us.  If  water  rights  are  acquired 
from  an  oppropriator  diverting  below 
Pueblo,  then  one  must  consider  the  loss  to 
the  river  of  the  return  flow. 

I  am  aware  of  any  number  of  small  de¬ 
crees  in  the  Canon  City  area  and  if  such  a 
water  right  were  acquired,  the  accompany¬ 
ing  transportation  and  shrinkage  problem  is 
immediately  apparent.  Unless  the  items 
above  mentioned  are  given  consideration  by 
the  conservationists,  I  am  sure  that  up¬ 
stream  appropriations  would  be  deprived  of 
water  which  would  be  rightfully  theirs  in 
order  to  maintain  a  permanent  pool. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ralph  N.  Wadleigh, 

Attorney -at -Law. 


Rocky  Ford,  Colo., 

August  6,  1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

U.S.  Senator,  Senate  Office  Building,  Wash¬ 
ington,  DC. 

Dear  Senator:  I  have  your  letter  addressed 
to  me  under  date  of  July  29,  1965,  together 
with  a  copy  of  your  letter  to  Mr.  Felix  L. 
Sparks  relative  to  a  voluntary  conservation 
pool  of  8,000  acre-feet  proposed  to  be  re¬ 
tained  in  the  John  Martin  Reservoir. 

I  have  read  your  letter  to  Mr.  Sparks 
several  times  and  it  is  my  opinion  that  your 
position  as  therein  related  is  sound  and  rea¬ 
sonable.  I  presumed  to  discuss  this  letter 
at  length  with  members  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Catlin  Canal  Co.  They  took 
no  official  action  thereon  for  the  reason  that 
none  was  asked.  I  inferred  that  they  took 
no  exception  to  your  position  as  therein 
stated. 

The  president  of  Catlin  Co.  expressed  his 
unqualified  opinion  to  the  effect  that  he, 
personally,  would  not  consent  to  such  a  pool 
until  it  shall  have  been  made  clearly  to 
appear  who  will  contribute  the  water  and 
from  what  source  it  will  come.  Following 
the  establishment  of  the  above  points,  he 
would  then,  personally,  insist  on  knowing 
who  would  operate  the  same  and  the  plap 
of  operation  thereof. 
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It  seems  to  me  that  this  position  coincides 
with  the  position  you  took  in  the  letter  to 
Mr.  Sparks  and  that  such  a  position  is  a  very 
sound  one  for  the  reasons  stated  in  your  said 
letter. 

Extending  warm  personal  regards  and  best 
wishes,  I  am 

Respectfully  and  sincerely. 

Perry  E.  Williams, 

Attorney-at-law . 


Guymon,  Okla., 

August  6,  1965. 

Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  I  appreciate  your  letter  of 
July  29  enclosing  a  copy  of  your  letter  to 
Mr.  Felix  Sparks  concerning  the  action  taken 
by  the  Colorado  Conservation  Board  on  July 
12.  I  appreciate  your  statements  in  regard 
to  the  permanent  pool  in  John  Martin  Res¬ 
ervoir.  I  know  you  understand  the  problem 
of  being  on  the  end  of  an  irrigation  ditch 
or  the  end  of  the  river. 

I  .would  like  to  comment  on  the  meeting 
July  23  in  Lamar,  Colo.,  of  the  Colorado- 
Kansas  Compact  Commission  at  which  Mr. 
Sparks  represented  the  State  of  Colorado. 
In  pushing  quite  hard  for  a  resolution  favor¬ 
ing  a  permanent  pool,  he  made  the  state¬ 
ment  that  the  water  belonged  to  the  United 
States  Government  and  they  could  do  with 
it  what  they  saw  fit.  He  also  stated  that  he 
would  consider  no  permanent  pool  of  any 
type  on  any  side  stream  until  the  permanent 
pool  was  in  John  Martin  Reservoir. 

I  have  always  said  there  may  be  places 
off  the  main  stem  of  the  Arkansas  River 
where  recreation  areas  may  be  bought  for 
fewer  dollar  expended  and  not  complicate 
the  administration  of  the  main  stem. 


When  a  man  refuses  to  consider  a  project 
on  its  merits  and  so  publicly  states  that 
he  will  not  listen  to  any  until  they  please 
him  with  a  permanent  pool  in  John  Martin 
and  who  says  that  the  water  does  not  belong 
to  the  States  with  the  right  of  appropriation 
thereof,  he  is  not  a  fit  person  to  represent 
the  State  of  Colorado  in  negotiations  be¬ 
tween  States.  If  Mr.  Sparks  represents  the 
opinion  of  the  State  water  board,  this  board 
may  well  be  disbanded  and  all  instructions 
for  the  administration  of  water  shall  come 
from  Washington. 

This  is  not  the  first  water  meeting  in  Colo¬ 
rado  where  Felix  Sparks  has  been  off  base 
in  his  statements  and  he  is  a  black  eye  to 
States  rights.  I  certainly  recommend  that 
he  be  removed  from  any  position  represent¬ 
ing  the  water  rights  of  Colorado. 

Yours  truly, 

Jim  Romer. 


Holly,  Colo., 
August  6,  1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  I  appreciate  your 
consideration  in  sending  me  the  correspond¬ 
ence  concerning  a  permanent  pool  in  John 
Martin  Reservoir.  This  issue  is  of  vital  con¬ 
cern  to  the  southeast  Colorado  area  and  most 
people,  including  myself,  below  the  dim,  are 
in  complete  agreement  with  your  position 
of  insisting  that  operating  principles  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  any  legislation.  The  pool  would 
undoubtedly  bring  recreational  benefits,  but 
I  believe  such  benefits  could  only  accrue  at 
the  expense  of  irrigators  and  water  ap- 
propriators  in  the  Arkansas  Valley. 

Sincerely, 

Evllyn  Cox. 


Rocky  Ford,  Colo., 

August  6,  1965. 

Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Allott:  Thank  you  for  send¬ 
ing  the  information  on  a  permanent  pool 
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at  John  Martin  Reservoir.  I  have  read  with 
interest  your  comments  on  this  problem  and 
its  possible  solution. 

I  was  happy  to  learn  that  you  were  in 
favor  of  a  permanent  pool  if  it  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  without  injury  to  existing  property 
rights  of  irrigators  in  the  Arkansas  Valley. 
It  has  been  my  observation  that  the  irriga¬ 
tors  also  favor  a  permanent  pool  if  it  can 
be  shown  in  operating  principals  that  their 
existing  property  rights  will  not  be  injured 
with  the  establishment  of  the  pool. 

It  appears  as  though  the  recreational  in¬ 
terests  desire  for  a  permanent  pool  has 
clouded  any  sense  of  obligation  concerning 
other’s  existing  property  rights.  They  cry 
long  and  loud  that  the  pool  will  not  harm 
the  irrigators  but  will  make  no  effort  to 
formulate  the  necessary  rules  to  insure  that 
harm  will  not  be  done  to  their  fellow  citizens. 

I  admire  you  for  your  continued  resist¬ 
ance  to  rough-shod  tactics  which  attempt  to 
ignore  or  evade  the  laws  which  established 
freedom  for  all  in  our  country. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne  W.  Whittaker. 


Colorado  Springs,  Colo., 

August  9,  1965. 

Hon.  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  Thank  you  for  your  letter 
of  July  29  together  with  a  copy  of  your  let¬ 
ter  to  Mr.  Felix  L.  Sparks,  director  of  the 
Colorado  Water  Commission  Board.  I  agree 
with  the  contents  of  your  letter  and  think 
it  is  excellent. 

Warm  personal  regards. 

Sincerely, 

Russell  T.  Tutt. 


Lamar,  Colo., 
August  10,  1965. 

Senator  Gordon  Allott, 

Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Gordon:  My  apologies  for  not  having 
replied  any  sooner  but  I  was  out  of  town 
and  did  not  return  until  just  a  couple  of 
days  ago. 

In  reference  to  your  letter  concerning  the 
permanent  pool  at  John  Martin,  I  sincerely 
believe  after  talking  to  farmers  during  the 
past  few  weeks  both  before  and  after  the 
June  floods  that  the  water  rights  which  the 
farmers  are  now  receiving  full  benefits  from 
should  remain  the  same.  The  farmers  as  a 
whole  feel  that  they  will  not  receive  full 
benefits  from  the  dam  if  a  permanent  pool 
is  put  into  effect  and  furthermore  it  would 
be  a  detriment  to  them. 

However,  most  farmers  on  the  ditches  are 
willing  and  would  like  the  opportunity  to 
express  their  views  and  possibly  work  out 
a  solution  whereby  a  permanent  pool  could 
be  retained.  At  this  time  a  great  many  of 
the  farmers  have  become  very  unhappy  with 
the  statements  of  Frank  Evans  and  are  un¬ 
willing  to  cooperate  so  long  as  they  receive 
no  recognition.  The  feelings  as  I  wrote  you 
several  weeks  ago  is  that  the  game  and  fish 
department,  Frank  Evans  and  Felix  L.  Sparks 
are  no  longer  concerned  with  the  farmers 
problems,  or  the  potential  loss  to  them. 

At  the  same  time  the  businessman,  the 
rancher,  and  the  laborer  and  those  who  do 
not  depend  on  the  ditches  believe  that  they 
are  entitled  to  the  permanent  pool  and  they 
are  being  cheated  not  only  of  their  recrea¬ 
tion  but  of  potential  tourist  trade  which 
might  exist  once  a  permanent  pool  was  estab¬ 
lished. 

My  personal  belief  is  that  the  problem  can 
be  solved  and  both  segments  of  the  com¬ 
munity  can  be  satisfied  if  the  problems  are 
openly  expressed  and  resolved. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Charles  E.  Bradburn. 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


PROPOSED  SUGAR  ACT  AMEND¬ 
MENTS  OF  1965 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  reluctantly  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  I  cannot  support  H.R.  11135,  the 
proposed  Sugar  Act  Amendments  of 
1965. 

There  is  no  question  that  this  bill  is  a 
great  improvement  over  the  version  ap¬ 
proved  earlier  by  the  other  body.  Credit 
for  this  goes  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Finance,  which  has  removed  several  of 
the  most  outrageous  and  obnoxious  fea¬ 
tures  of  the  House-approved  bill,  espe¬ 
cially  with  respect  to  the  assignment  of 
foreign  sugar  quotas. 

But  even  so,  too  many  basic  inequities 
remain  in  the  bill  for  me  to  support  i jt 
For  several  years,  I  have  been  uneasy 
about  our  basic  policy  in  sugar,  thajr  has 
made  it  the  most  tightly  controlled  and 
heavily  subsidized  commodity /m  the 
'  country. 

LR.  11135  would  continue  this  un¬ 
happy  situation  for  an  add/ional  2  to  5 
yearfc 

My 'fundamental  obje/ion  to  this  leg- 
islation\-and  the  program  it  perpetu¬ 
ates — is  chat  it  is  horribly  unfair  to  the 
American /consumer.  The  American 
housewife  isyforc^a  to  pay  twice  under 
this  program/ 

First.  Her  o/n  tax  dollars  are  being 
used  to  pay  A  mige  subsidy  to  foreign 
producers  at  suga/— a  subsidy  of  more 
than  $70  af  ton. 

Seconur  These  subsidies  that  she  is 
forced  /o  pay,  act  to  chdve  up  the  price 
she  i/ust  pay  for  sugar\it  the  grocery 
stor 

(s  of  yesterday,  October  16,  the  price 
sugar  was  15.5  cents  a  potmd  in  the 
local  chain  stores  and  18.5  cent\a  pound 
in  the  independent  stores. 

This  does  not  make  sense  tome.’ 
Under  this  legislation,  the  American 
taxpayers  will  be  paying  out  more  tha 
$280  million  a  year  in  sugar  subsidies  t£ 
foreign  producers. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  make  a 
great  deal  more  sense  if  we  were  to  cut 
back  the  subsidy  and  use  at  least  part 
of  this  huge  amount  to  develop  an  ade¬ 
quate  sugar  substitute  that  eventually 
would  make  us  independent  of  the  world 
sugar  market. 

At  the  very  least,  we  could  expend  our 
domestic  production  to  lessen  our  pres¬ 
ent  dependence  on  foreign  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  which  now  supply  about  40  per¬ 
cent  of  our  total  consumption. 

A  second  basic  objection  to  this  bill 
is  that  there  is  no  need  for  us  to  act  at 
this  time — in  haste  and  without  careful 
consideration. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  President,  I  firmly 
favor  approval  of  H.R.  11135,  the  Sugar 
Act  Amendments  of  1965. 

Although  there  are  some  features  of 
this  bill  on  which  I  have  reservations,  I 


believe  the  quota  provisions  to  be  gen¬ 
erally  fair  to  both  domestic  and  fqmgn 
producers. 

Further,  as  a  Senator  from  /  major 
sugar-producing  State,  I  consider  it  es¬ 
sential  that  the  Congress  §nact  Sugar 
Act  extensions  this  year. 

Because  I  believe  this  tfl  be  necessary, 
I  introduced  on  August  18,  a  bill,  S.  2430, 
which  contained  provisions  similar  to 
those  in  the  legislation  now  before  us. 

Last  year,  the  domestic  sugar-produc¬ 
ing  and  refining  industry  was  divided  on 
the  question  of  /hat  amendments  to  the 
Sugar  Act  sho/fd  be  passed.  In  contrast, 
there  is  now  complete  unanimity  of 
opinion  in /he  domestic  sugar  industry 
in  suppoi/  of  this  bill.  Uniting  the  in¬ 
dustry  yms  a  difficult  assignment.  The 
intere/s  of  various  segments  of  the  in¬ 
dustry  diverge  on  many  points.  There 
is  intense  competition  between  them.  It 
w/s  only  after  weeks  of  conferences  that 
le  legislative  recommendations  were 
hammered  out  which  are  represented  in 
this  bill. 

Upon  introducing  S.  2430,  I  placed  in 
the  Congressional  Record  a  list  of  orga¬ 
nizations  representing  the  U.S.  sugar- 
beet  industry,  the  mainland  sugar  cane 
industry,  the  Hawaiian  sugar  cane  indus¬ 
try,  the  Puerto  Rican  sugar  cane  indus¬ 
try,  and  the  U.S.  cane  sugar  refining  in¬ 
dustry.  That  list  contains  70  names  of 
companies  and  associations. 

Over  the  years,  the  objectives  of  the 
U.S.  sugar  program  have  been  achieved. 
These  objectives  include:  the  production 
in  the  United  States  of  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  the  requirements  of  our  market; 
and  the  assurance  of  a  reliable  supply  of 
the  balance  of  those  requirements  from 
the  production  of  friendly  foreign  na¬ 
tions.  This  program  has  given  us  an 
adequate  supply  of  sugar  and  stability 
of  price. 

The  rise  of  Castro,  however,  disrupted 
U.S.  relations  with  the  nation  from 
which  we  had  obtained  some  half  of  our 
imports  of  sugar.  The  international  su¬ 
gar  market  was  thrown  into  a  state  of 
near  chaos. 

With  a  shortage  looming,  American 
growers  were  encouraged  to  produce  all 
the  sugarbeets  they  could  plant.  This 
effort  produced  such  volume  that  a  sur¬ 
plus  resulted.  Further,  the  United  States 
entered  the  world  market  to  seek  some  15 
ycent  of  our  requirements, 
hir  buying  in  the  world  sugar  market 
was /accompanied  by  a  rapid  rise  in 
prices/ American  consumers  were  forced 
to  pay  juices  for  sugar  which  had  not 
been  in  effect  since  the  1920’s. 

We  wound  ourselves  in  the  midst  of  the 
only  really  /instable  sugar  market  to 
which  we  hav/ been  subjected  since  the 
sugar  program  was  initiated. 

This  bill  returns  to  the  principle  of 
assigning  the  entina  quantity  to  be  im¬ 
ported — including  the  withheld  Cuban 
quota — to  specific  fhreign  countries. 
The  bill  will  allow  the  rapid  liquidation 
of  any  remaining  surpluses  of  beet  and 
mainland  cane  sugar;  it  irtjl  make  un¬ 
necessary  excessive  acreage  cutbacks  in 
sugar  producing  areas;  and  it'  will  allow 
refiners  to  adjust  gradually  td\  Import 
volume.  \ 

\ 
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Best  of  all,  it  will  guard  the  stability  of 
the\U.S.  sugar  market,  and  the  U.S. 
sugar  industry,  for  a  period  of  5  years. 

Thei’ft,  are  two  questions  which  have 
had  the  Spotlight  of  publicity  played  on 
them  during  consideration  of  this  legis¬ 
lation.  Bothx  are  discussed  in  the  report 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
on  H.R.  11135,\and  the  minority  views 
attached  thereto/ 

The  first  of  these  is  the  so-called  im¬ 
port  tax  which  it  is  said  the  administra¬ 
tion  was  prepared  to  "propose.  The  pur¬ 
pose  of  such  a  tax  is  to,  recapture  some 
of  the  profit  which  foreign  sugar  pro¬ 
ducers  enjoy  by  selling\at  the  U.S. 
market  price  rather  than  at  the  world 
market  price.  \ 

The  question  of  a  world  market  price 
is,  of  course,  a  complex  one.  Most  sugar 
is  produced  for  consumption  in  the\oun- 
try  of  origin  or  for  export  to  known  Cus¬ 
tomers.  Only  a  minor  portion  of  world 
production  is  sold  on  what  could  be 
called  a  world  market.  The  United' 
States  could  never  depend  on  any  pres¬ 
ent  world  market  to  obtain  all  of  the 
sugar  we  need,  in  addition  to  that  pro¬ 
duced  domestically. 

This  year,  the  import  tax  has  been  re¬ 
jected,  principally  on  the  theory  that  it 
is  our  policy  to  assist  other  Nations,  es¬ 
pecially  those  friendly  to  us  in  this 
hemisphere,  through  trade  as  well  as  aid. 

The  second  question  concerns  lobbyists. 
It  has  been  charged  that  excessive  fees 
are  being  paid  to  some  who  are  able  to  ob¬ 
tain  unreasonably  large  sugar  quotas  for 
favored  nations.  It  is  also  charged  that 
lobbying  tends  to  bring  into  production 
too  many  foreign  sources. 

As  I  have  already  said,  the  quotas  in 
this  bill  appear  to  me  to  be  generally  fair. 

But  we  should  not  forget  that  our  ob¬ 
jectives  are  to  provide  stability  in  the 
sugar  market  and  prices  that  are  rea- 
scnable  for  American  consumers.  If  the 
prices  that  we  are  paying  for  foreign 
sugar  are  too  far  above  the  prices  for¬ 
eign  producers  may  obtain  elsewhere,  it 
may  well  be  that  we  are  encouraging  ex¬ 
cess  foreign  production  and  a  prolifera¬ 
tion  of  foreign-producing  nations  at  the 
same  time  that  we  are  overcharging 
American  consumers  and  taxpayers. 

I  believe  both  of  these  questions — sugar 
lobbying  and  the  so-called  import  tax— y 
should  be  given  further  consideration  in 
the  near  future  by  Congress  and  by.the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  anp  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance/  But 
these  matters  should  not  delay/passage 
of  this  bill  at  this  late  stage  of/air  delib¬ 
erations.  The  bill  is  needed  now,  to 
forestall  rapid  price  fluctuations  and  as¬ 
sure  stability  to  the  industry. 

Almost  40,000  domestic  farms  grow 
sugarcane  or  sugarbeetA  Some  235,000 
farmworkers — mostly/  on  a  seasonal 
basis — are  required  to  cultivate  and  har¬ 
vest  these  sugar  cpops. 

The  farm  investment  in  sugar  crops 
in  all  domestic/areas  was  estimated  in 
1959  to  be  $750'  million.  It  has  increased 
considerablj/since  then. 

In  1964/63  beet  sugar  factories,  110 
cane  sugaf  mills,  and  28  refineries  were 
in  operation  in  our  domestic  areas.  The 
housewife,  the  commercial  sugar  user, 
the  domestic  sugar  grower,  and  the  for¬ 


eign  nations  friendly  to  us  who  are 
favored  with  quotas,  will  benefit  by  en¬ 
actment  of  this  legislation  this  year. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  pleased  that  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  has  been  successful  in  com¬ 
ing  to  an  agreement  on  the  difficult, 
complex,  and  controversial  legislation 
governing  our  domestic  sugar  produc¬ 
tion  and  supply.  I  support  the  amend¬ 
ments  approved  by  the  Finance  Commit¬ 
tee,  for  I  find  this  legislation  to  be  far 
superior  to  that  which  earlier  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives.  I  express 
every  hope  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Senate  version  will  prevail. 

I  express  the  further  hope  that  the 
Senate-House  conference  can  be  quickly 
convened  and  that  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  Senate  and  House  versions 
can  be  resolved  expeditiously.  I  rep¬ 
resent  in  part  the  State  which  produces 
the  most  cane  sugar  in  the  continental 
United  States.  The  Sugar  Act  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1965  are  sorely  needed  to  pro- 
"tect  not  only  our  growers  and  proces¬ 
sors  but  also  our  household  consumers, 
oui\  industrial  users,  our  refiners,  and 
manV  other  groups.  No  one  knows  bet¬ 
ter  tiian  I  that  the  sugar  marketing 
quota  increases  provided  in  both  the 
House  arid  Senate  versions  of  the/bill 
are  greatlyNneeded  and  long  overd/e  for 
both  our  mainland  cane  and  beet  sugar 
areas.  There\s  no  longer  an/conten¬ 
tion  over  this./  The  increases  for  our 
domestic  producers  were  proposed  by 
the  executive  branch  and/agreed  to  by 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  all 
segments  of  our  domestic  industry  sup¬ 
port  them.  /V 

The  section  of  the  pending  measure 
now  before  us  dealing  with  quota  in¬ 
creases  and  approved  by  our  Finance 
Committee  and Jme  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  is  very/ commendable.  "'But  the 
Finance  Committee’s  action  na  dis¬ 
approving  other  provisions  in  the  House- 
passed  bill  is  also  very  commendable. 
I  refer /Specifically  to  those  provisions 
in  the /House  bill  which  have  to  do  with, 
congressional  distribution  of  the  cane 
sug/r  quota  and  acreage  among  both 
processors  and  fanners.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  the  inclusion  of  these  provisions  by 
•the  House  represents  either  wise  or  de¬ 
sirable  legislation  and  I  would  like  to 
take  a  few  minutes  here  to  outline  my 
opposition  to  these  sections  of  the  House 
bill  and  my  reasons  therefor. 

The  House  bill  would  amend  the  Sugar 
Act  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  a 
25,000-ton  marketing  allotment  reserve 
and  a  complementary  acreage  reserve  for 
the  mainland  cane  area,  purportedly  to 
take  care  of  hardships  and  inequities. 
Such  reserves  are  not  needed  and  are 
not  desirable. 

The  Sugar  Act  now  provides  for  legiti¬ 
mate  hardship  cases  and  requires  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  after  public 
hearings  at  which  all  pertinent  facts  may 
be  presented,  to  make  a  fair,  efficient, 
and  equitable  distribution  of  fehe  main¬ 
land  cane  area’s  quota  among  the  proc¬ 
essors  of  the  area  and  the  area’s  acre¬ 
age  among  the  growers.  The  language 
in  the  House  bill  pertaining  to  the  re¬ 
serves  singles  out  certain  corporations 
for  preferred  treatment  and  would  ac¬ 


tually  prevent  the  Secretary  from  attain¬ 
ing  fairness,  efficiency,  and  equity  in  the, 
distribution  of  the  area’s  quota  anpr 
acreage.  / 

It  would  be  a  mistake  for  Congress 
to  adopt  the  practice  of  legislating/ugar 
marketing  allotments  and  acreages  to 
individuals.  The  determinatior/of  indi¬ 
vidual  allotments  and  acreages  should 
be  the  result  of  careful  and  adequate  in¬ 
vestigation  and  public  hearings.  The 
Sugar  Act  now  assigns /that  responsi¬ 
bility  to  the  Secretary/ of  Agriculture. 
This  has  proven  to  be  Wise. 

The  House  bill  would  further  amend 
the  Sugar  Act  to  provide  that  the  first 
25,000-ton  increa/e  above  the  1,100,000- 
ton  mainland  cane  area  quota  shall  be 
assigned  to  a/new  cane-processing  fa¬ 
cility.  This  is  unfair  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  l/l00, 000-ton  quota  will  not 
allow  established  cane  processors  to  mar¬ 
ket  as  rmich  sugar  as  they  produced  in 
1963  or  1964  or  their  estimated  produc¬ 
tion  for  1965.  Any  small  increase  which 
may  accrue  to  the  1,100,000-ton  main¬ 
land  cane  area  quota  during  the  period 
/if  the  proposed  extension  of  the  act 
should  go  to  established  processors.  The 
size  of  the  quota  proposed  for  the  main¬ 
land  cane  area  is  not  large  enough  to 
create  a  need  for  new  processing  facili¬ 
ties. 

In  closing,  let  me  say  as  I  have  said 
many  times  before,  the  sugar  program  is 
one  of  our  most  successful  farm  pro¬ 
grams.  Many  groups  benefit  from  this 
program.  They  include  the  domestic 
producers  and  processors  of  sugarcane 
and  sugarbeets,  the  cane  sugar  refiners 
in  the  continental  United  States,  the 
housewives,  and  the  industrial  sugar 
users. 

The  sugar  program  is  financed  by  a 
tax  on  sugar,  and  tax  collections  since 
1938  have  exceeded  expenditures  by  more 
than  $500  million.  I  wish  we  could  make 
such  a  statement  about  all  farm  pro¬ 
grams. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

\  Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OPTTCER.  The 
clerR\will  call  the  roll. 

TheSlegislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll\ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President, Task  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  res¬ 
cinded.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  issso  ordered. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  believe 
the  leadership  wishes  to  go  back  into 
executive  session  to  consider  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  Mr.  Bress,  Mr.  President. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  so  move?  \ 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  so 
move.  \ 

Is  that  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from 
Montana?  \ 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, \ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  has 
been  so  ordered. 
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ministration.  There  is  very  little  evidence 
t(hat  the  idea  was  thoroughly  studied, 
refully  considered,  and  recommended 
to 'Congress  in  a  manner  which  indicated 
the  administration  was  prepared  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  program  effectively. 

This  lias  been  a  problem  with  a  great 
deal  of  legislation  this  year.  We  have 
received  recommendations  from  the 
executive  branch  but  not  the  detailed 
proposals  foAthe  proper  administration 
of  the  program,  which  would  give  the 
Congress  confidence  in  the  readiness 
and  ability  of  the\administration  to  do 
the  job.  The  majority  leader  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recently  complained  that  Congress 
will  have  to  spend  much  of  its  second 
session  repairing  the  omissions  and  de¬ 
ficiencies  of  the  legislation  we  passed 
this  year.  I  see  no  reason  tp  compound 
the  problem. 

The  SPEAKER.  All  time  hds  expired. 

Mr.  POWELL.  Mr.  Speaker/I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered 

MOTION  TO  RECOMMIT 

/ 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a  mo-'' 
tion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  conference  report? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Quie,  of  Minnesota,  moves  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
9567)  to  the  committee  of  conference  with 
instructions  to  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  to  insist  upon  the  deletion  of 
part  B  of  title  V  of  the  bill,  which  would 
authorize  the  establishment  of  a  National 
Teacher  Corps. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there , 
were — yeas  152,  nays  226,  not  voting  5j 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  376] 

YEAS— 152 


Abbitt 

Abernethy 

Adair 

Anderson,  HI. 
Andrews, 
Glenn 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashmore 
Ayres 
Baldwin 
Bates 
Battin 
Belcher 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 

Broomfield , 
Broyhill,  NIC. 
Broyhill/va. 
Buchanan 
Burleson 
Burton,  Utah 
Byrhes,  Wis. 
sell 
11 

'Casey 

Cederberg 

Chamberlain. 


Clancy 
Clawson,  Del 
Cleveland 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conable 
Corbett 
Cramer 
Cunningt 
Curtin 
Curtis 
Dague, 
de  la  (Sarza 
Derynnski 


Griffin/ 

Gros 
Grater 
Gubser 
Jumey 
laley 
’  Hall 
Halleck 
Hansen,  Idaho 
Hardy 
Harsha 
Harvey,  Ind. 
Harvey,  Mich. 
Henderson 


McClory 

Pool 

Springer 

Culver 

Lennon 

Robison  / 

McCulloch 

Quie 

Stafford 

Davis,  Wis. 

Lindsay 

Roudebush  / 

McEwen 

Quillen 

Stanton 

Diggs 

Mackay 

Sisk  / 

McMillan 

Reid,  HI. 

Taylor 

Dingell 

Martin,  Mass. 

Staggers  / 

MacGregor 

Reinecke 

Teague,  Calif. 

Dorn 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Sullivan/ 

Mahon 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Matthews 

Talcott/ 

Mailliard 

Roberts 

Tuck 

Flynt 

May 

Tenzer 

Marsh 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Utt 

Frelinghuysen 

Morgan 

Thomas 

Martin,  Ala. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Waggonner 

Fuqua 

Morse 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Mathias 

Rumsfeld 

Walker,  Miss. 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Mosher 

Thompson,  Tex 

Michel 

Satterfield 

Watson 

Hebert 

O’Konski 

/toll 
/  Tunney 

Mlnshall 

Saylor 

Whalley 

Hosmer 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Mize 

Schneebell 

White,  Tex. 

Keogh 

Poage  / 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Moore 

Schweiker 

Whltener 

Kirwan 

Reifel  / 

Watkins 

Morton 

Shriver 

Whitten 

Leggett 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Wilson,  Bob 

Nelsen 

Passman 

Sikes 

Skubitz 

Widnall 

Williams 

So  the  motion  tff  recommit  was  re- 

Pelly 

Smith,  Calif. 

Wyatt 

jected. 

Pirnie 

Poff 

Smith,  N.Y. 
Smith,  Va. 

Wydler 

Younger 

The  Clerk 
pairs : 

announced 

the  following 

NAYS— 226 

On  this  vot 

Adams 

Gray 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Mr.  Hagan/ "of  Georgia  for.  with  Mr.  Keogh 

Addabbo 

Green,  Oreg. 

Olson,  Minn. 

against.  / 

Mr.  Don  H. 

Albert 

Anderson, 

Green,  Pa. 
Greigg 

O’Neill,  Mass. 
Ottinger 

Clausen  for. 

with  Mr.  Leggett 

Tenn. 

Grider 

Patman 

against/ 

Am.unzio 

Griffiths 

Patten 

Mr.  /O’Neal  of  Georgia  for,  with  Mr.  Tenzer 

Ashley 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Pepper 

against. 

Bandstra 
Barrett 
Beckworth 
Bennett 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
\Bonner 
iirademas 
Bfcpoks 
Brwyn,  Calif 
Burl 

BurtoYj,  Calif. 
Byrne,  f?va. 
Callan 
Cameron 
Carey 
Carter 
Celler 
Chelf 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Cohelan 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooley 
Corman 
Craley 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis,  G/. 
Dawso: 

Delaney 
De] 

Dell  ton 
Dnohue 
ow 
r  Dulski 
Duncan,  Oreg. 
Dyal 

Edmondson 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Edwards,  La. 

Evans,  Colo. 

Everett 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Farnsley 

Farnum 

Fa  scell 

Feighan 

Fino 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Foley 

Ford, 

William  D. 


Halpern 
Hamilton 
Hanley 
Hanna 
Hansen,  Iowa 
Hansen,  Wash 
Harris 
Hathaway 
Hawkins 
Hays 
Hechler 
Helstoski 
Hicks 
Holifleld 
Holland 
Howard 
Hungate 
Huot 
Ichord 
Irwin 
Jacobs 
ini: 

Jo' 

Joh' 

Jo: 

j/nes.^la. 

irsten 
Karth 
Kastenmei 
Kee 
Kelly 

King,  Calif. 
King,  Utah 
Kluczynskl 
Krebs 
Landrum 
Long,  Md. 
Love 

McCarthy 
McDade 
McDoweU 
McFall 
McGrath 
McVicker 
Macdonald 
Machen 
Mackie 
Madden 
Matsunaga 
Meeds 
Miller 
Mills 
Minish 
Mink 
Moeller 
Monagan 
Moorhead 
Morris 
Morrison 


Perkins 
Philbin 
Pickle 
Pike 
PoweU 
Price 
Pucinski 
Purcell 
Race 
Randall , 
Redlin/ 
Reid.IV.Y. 

Res  pack 
Re* 

odes.  Pa. 
vers,  Alaska 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Ronan 
Roncalio 
Rooney,  N.Y. 
Rooney,  Pa. 
Rosenthal 
n,  Calif.  Rostenkowskl 
>n,  Okla.  Roush 
Roybal 
Ryan 

St  Germain 
St.  Onge 
Scheuer 
Schisler 
chmidhauser 
tt 
est 
Selden 
Senn* 

Shiple’V 
Sickles  ' 

Slack 
Smith,  Iov 
Stalbaum 
Steed 
Stephens 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Sweeney 
Teague,  Tex. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tupper 
Tuten 
UdaU 
Ullman 
Van  Deerlln 
Vanik 
Vigor!  to 
Vivian 
Watts 
Wei  tner 


(r.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Kirwan  against. 
Ir.  Matthews  for,  with  Mr.  Staggers 
Against. 

Mr.  Lennon  for,  with  Mr.  Thompson  of 
New  Jersey  against. 

Mr.  Dorn  for,  with  Mr.  Culver  against. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina  for,  with  Mr. 
Mackay  against. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama  for,  with  Mr.  Bell 
against. 

Mr.  Roudebush  for,  with  Mrs.  Sullivan 
against. 

Mr.  Davis  of  Wisoonsin  for,  with  Mr.  Toll 
against. 

Mr.  Bob  Wilson  for,  with  Mr.  Sisk  against. 

Mr.  George  W.  Andrews  for,  with  Mr.  Din- 
gell  against. 

Mrs.  May  for,  with  Mr.  Walker  of  New  Mex¬ 
ico  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Thomas  with  Mr.  Hosmer. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Talcott. 

Mr.  Aspinall  with  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Reifel. 

Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  Mr.  Callaway. 

Mr.  Flynt  with  Mr.  O’Konski. 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Robison. 

Mr.  Tunney  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  changed  his 
vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania  changed 
his  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
s,s  above  recorded. 

le  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report. 

mK,GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  that^I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yfeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas\l3,  nays  63,  not  voting  57,  as 
follows: 

'  toll  No.  377] 

-313 


Dejfine 

Herlong 

Fraser 

Moss 

White,  Idaho 

Abbitt 

Beckworth 

Burke 

Dickinson 

Horton 

Friedel 

Multer 

Willis 

Adair 

Bennett 

Burton,  Calif. 

Dole 

Hull 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Murphy,  HI. 

Wilson, 

Adams 

Betts  \ 

Burton,  Utah 

Dowdy 

Hutchinson 

Gallagher 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Charles  H. 

Addabbo 

Bingham\ 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Downing 

Jarman 

Garmatz 

Murray 

Wolff 

Albert 

Blatnik  \ 

Cabell 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Giaimo 

Natcher 

Wright 

Anderson,  HI. 

Boggs  \ 

Cahill 

Dwyer 

Jonas 

Gibbons 

Nedzi 

Yates 

Anderson, 

Boland 

\  Callan 

Ellsworth 

Jones,  Mo. 

Gilbert 

Nix 

Young 

Tenn. 

Bolton 

'Cameron 

Erlenbom 

Keith 

Gilligan 

O’Brien 

Zablocki 

Annunzio 

Bonner 

Caxey 

Findley 

King,  N.Y. 

Gonzalez 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Arends 

Bow 

Fisher 

Kornegay 

Grabowski 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Ashley 

Brademas 

Casdy 
Cederberg 
Celler  \ 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Kunkel 
Fountain  Laird 

NOT  VOTING — 

-54 

Ayres 

Baldwin 

Bray 

Brock 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Langen 

Andrews, 

Aspinall 

Bolling 

Bandstra 

Brooks 

Chamberlain 

Ga  things 

Latta 

George  W. 

Baring 

Callaway 

Barrett 

Broomfield 

Chelf  \ 

Gettys 

Lipscomb 

Andrews, 

BeU 

Clausen, 

Bates 

Brown,  Calif. 

Clark  \ 

Goodell 

Long,  La. 

N.  Dak. 

Berry 

Don  H. 

Battin 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Cleveland  \ 
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levenger 
ohelan 
enable 
Co: 

Con; 

Coole: 

Corbett 
Corman 
Craley 
Cramer 
Cunningham. 
Curtis 
Daddario 
Daniels 
Davis,  Ga. 
Dawson 
de  la  Garza 
Delaney 
Dent 
Denton 
Donohue 
Dow 
Dowdy 
Downing 
Dulski 

Duncan,  Or  eg. 
Duncan,  Tenn. 
Dwyer 
Dyal 

Edmondson 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Edwards,  La. 

Ellsworth 

Evans,  Colo. 

Everett 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Famsley 

Farnum 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Fino 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Foley 

Ford,  Gerald  R. 
Ford, 

William  D. 
Fraser 
Frledel 
Fulton,  Pa. 
Fulton,  Tenn. 
Gallagher 
Garmatz 
G'aimo 
Gibbons 
Gilbert 
Gilligan 
Gonzalez 
Grabowski 
Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Greigg 

Grider 

Griffiths 

Grover 

Gubser 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Halleek 

Halpem 

Hamilton 

Hanley 

Hanna 

Hansen,  Idaho 
Hansen,  Iowa 
Hansen,  Wash. 
Hardy 
Harris 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Hathaway 

Hawkins 

Hays 

Hechler 

Helstoski 

Herlong 

Hicks 


Holifleld 
Holland 
Horton 
Howard 
Hull 
Hungate 
Huot 
Ichord 
Irwin 
Jacobs 
Jarman 
rennings 
jelson 
Johnson,  Calif. 
Johnson,  Okla. 
Johiison,  Pa. 
Jones,  Ala. 
Karsteri\ 
Earth  \ 
Kastenme: 

Kee 
Keith 
Kelly 
King,  Calif. 
King,  N.Y. 
King,  Utah 
Kluczynskl 
Komegay 
Krebs 
Kunkel 
Landrum 
Langen 
Latta 
Long,  Md. 

Love 

McCarthy 

McCulloch 

McDade 

McDowell 

McEwen 

McFall 

McGrath 

McVicker 

Macdonald 

Machen 

Mackie 

Madden 

Mahon 

MailUard 

Marsh 

Mathias 

Matsunaga 

Meeds 

Miller 

Mills 

Minish 

Mink 

Minshall 

Mize 

Moeller 

Monagan 

Moore 

Moorhead 

Morris 

Morrison 

Morton 

Moss 

Mutter 

Murphy,  HI. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nedzi 

Nix 

O’Brien 
O’Hara,  HI. 
O’Hara,  Mich. 
Olsen,  Mont. 
Olson,  Minn. 
O’Neill,  Mass. 
Ottinger 
Patman 
Patten 
Pelly 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Phil  bln 
Pickle  / 

Pike  / 

NA'YS — 63 


Plrnie 

McMillan 

Quillen 

Waggonmer 

Powell 

MacGregor 

Reid,  HI. 

Walker,  Miss. 

Price 

Martin,  Ala. 

Rhodes,  Arlz. 

Watson 

Pucinskl 

Michel 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Whitener 

PurceU 

Nelsen 

Satterfield 

Whitten 

Race 

Passman 

Saylor 

Williams 

Randall 

Poff 

Smith,  Calif. 

Younger 

Redlln 

Pool 

Tuck 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Quie 

Utt 

Relnecke 

Resnlck 

NOT  VOTING — 57 

Reuss 

Andrews, 

Fuqua 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

George  W. 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Poage 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Andrews, 

Harsha 

Reifel 

Roberts 

N.  Dak. 

Hebert 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Rodino 

AsplnaU 

Hosmer 

Robison 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Baring 

Jonas 

Roudebush 

Rogers,  Fia. 

Bell 

Keogh 

Sisk 

Ronan 

Berry 

Kirwan 

Staggers 

Roncalio 

Bolling 

Leggett 

SuUivan 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Callaway 

Lennon 

Talcott 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Clausen, 

Lindsay 

Tenzer 

\Roeenthal 

Don  H. 

Mackay 

Thomas 

Hpstenkowskl 

Culver 

Davis,  Wis. 
Diggs 

Martin,  Mass. 
Martin,  Nebr. 

Thompson,  N.J. 
Thompson,  Tex. 
Toll 

Roybal 

Matthews 

Rumsfeld 

DingeU 

May 

Tunney 

Ryan  \ 

Dorn 

Morgan 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

St  Germain 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Morse 

Watkins 

St.  Onge\ 

Flynt 

Mother 

Wilson,  Bob 

Schisler 
Schmidhan 
Schneebeli 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Secrest 
Selden 
Senner 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sickles 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Slack 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Va. 

Springer 

Stafford 

Staltaum 

Stanton 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stratton 

Stubblefield 

Sweeney 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Teague,  Tex. 
Thomson,  Wis. 
Todd 
Trimble 
Tupper 
Tuten 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van  Deerlln 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Vivian 
Watts 
Weltner 
Whalley 
White,  Ida 
White,  Texf 
Widnall,  ' 
Willis  / 
Wilson, 
Carles  H. 
Wplff 
ight 
yatt 
Wydler 
Yates 
Young 
Zablockl 


So  the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
Npairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Ir.  Keogh  for,  with  Mr.  Hagan  of  Georg) 
agaYnst. 

Mr\Leggett  for,  with  Mr.  Don  H.  Classen 
against 

Mr.  Kixyran  for,  with  Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia 
against. 

Mr.  Stagers  for,  with  Mr.  /Matthews 
against. 

Mr.  Thomps6^  of  New  Jersey/lor,  with  Mr. 
Lennon  against 

Mr.  Toll  for,  with  Mr.  DoriVagainst. 

Mr.  Tenzer  for,  with  Mr.  Hubert  against. 

Mr.  Aspinall  for,  W^th/Mr.  George  W.  An¬ 
drews  against. 

Mr.  Bell  for,  with  Mt-^dwards  of  Alabama 
against. 

Mrs.  May  for,  with  Mr.  Bdb  Wilson  against. 

Mr.  Robison  f/r,  with  Mr\  Davis  of  Wis¬ 
consin  against.. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Tunphy  with  Mr.  Callaway. 

Mr.  WgJker  of  New  Mexico  with  Mr.  TaL- 
cott. 

Mr.  Mackay  with  Mr.  Watkins. 

MjzMorgan  with  Mr.  Roudebush. 

Flynt  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Massachl 

sptts. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  Mr.  Hosmer. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Jonas. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  Culver  with  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Harsha. 

Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  Lindsay. 

Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Thomas  with  Mr.  Morse. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Messrs.  TUCK  and  McCLORY  changed 
their  vote  from  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


Abemethy 

Calmer 

GoodeU 

Andrews, 

Ohrtin 

Griffin 

Glenn 

/Dague 

Gross 

Ashbrook  / 

'  Derwinski 

Gurney 

Ashmore  / 

Devine 

Haley 

Belcher  .  / 

Dickinson 

Hall 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Dole 

Henderson 

Buchanan 

Erlenbom 

Hutchinson 

Burleson 

Findley 

Jones,  Mo. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Fisher 

Laird 

Cla/cy 

Fountain 

Lipscomb 

CjAwson,  Del 

Gathings 

Long,  La. 

(collier 

Gettys 

McClory 

FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate  by 
Mr.  Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  insists  upon  its 
amendments  to  the  bill  (H.R.  11135)  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  amend  and  extend  the 
provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as 
amended,  requests  a  conference  with  the 


House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the, 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Byrd  of  Virginia,  Mr.  Long  of  Lot 
Mr.  Smathers,  Mr.  Williams  of 
ware,  and  Mr.  Bennett  to  be  the/feon- 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

THE  SUGAR  BI 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  t*ke  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (Ii.R.  11135)  with 
Senate  amendment  thereto,  disagree  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senate,  and  agree 
to  the  conference  requested  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  Clerk  re%ef  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  oythe  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina?  /After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  follow¬ 
ing  conferees:  Messrs.  Cooley,  Poage, 
Aberneithy,  Purcell,  Morrison,  Ma¬ 
tsunaga,  Dague,  Belcher,  and  Teague 
of  California. 


RIVERS  AND  HARBORS  ACT  OF 
1965 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S.  2300) 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and 
preservation  of  certain  public  works  on 
rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood 
control,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  re¬ 
port. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  October 
18,  1965.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  before  us  the 
conference  report  oil  the  bill  S.  2300. 
The  work  on  this  bill  began  back  last 
January  when  the  Members  of  the  House 
started  to  introduce  bills  for  projects  in 
their  districts,  and  reports  from  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  began  to  accumulate. 
It  was  necessary  to  have  reports  from 
the  different  agencies  in  order  for  us  to 
be  able  to  make  a  comprehensive  study 
of  each  project.  I  do  not  think  there 
was  a  day  when  I  came  on  the  floor  that 
a  Member  did  not  say  something  to  me 
in  regard  to  a  project  he  had  before  our 
committee. 

Hearings  were  held  by  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  chairman  of  the  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  tMr.  Blatnik]  and  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control  [Mr. 
Jones].  These  gentlemen  held  6  weeks 
of  hearings,  at  which  time  they  consid¬ 
ered  every  project  that  was  before  our 
committee. 

Only  those  projects  were  included 
which  had  a  favorable  benefit-to-cost 
ratio  and  which  in  our  judgment  would 
further  the  economy  of  this  country.  In 
many  instances,  of  course,  these  proj¬ 
ects  involve  flood  control  to  protect  the 
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lives  and  property  of  our  citizens  all  over 
these  United  States. 

The  full  committee  met  on  a  number 
of  occasions  to  consider  and  mark  up 
the  reports  of  the  subcommittees.  On 
some  of  the  projects  contained  in  this 
bill,  I  differed  with  the  committee’s  re¬ 
port  and  voted  against  them  in  com¬ 
mittee.  But  when  the  bill  was  marked 
up  and  finalized,  I  supported  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  full  committee  and  sup¬ 
ported  the  bill  on  the  final  vote  in  com¬ 
mittee  and  certainly  supported  it  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  when  it  was  brought 
to  us  for  the  consideration  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  since 
the  reorganization  of  the  Rivers  and 
Harbors  Committee  and  Roads  Commit¬ 
tee  and  the  formation  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works.  In  all  of  that  time  I 
have  never  had  a  project  in  my  district. 
Not  because  the  committee  would  not 
listen  or  consider  a  project,  if  I  had  one, 
but  because  we  did  not  need  the  type  of 
projects  that  are  considered  in  the  omni¬ 
bus  rivers  and  harbors  bills. 

In  my  time  spent  here  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  as  a  member  of  this 
committee,  I  have  visited  almost  every 
State  in  the  Union  where  we  were  asked 
to  consider  a  public  works  project. 

We  visited  those  States  and  those  areas 
because  we  wanted  to  have  a  better  un¬ 
derstanding  of  the  needs  of  the  partic¬ 
ular  district  and  the  States  so  that  we 
could  come  back  to  the  House  with  the 
information  so  that  the  proper  consider¬ 
ation  could  be  given  to  these  requests  on 
the  basis  of  the  needs  of  the  State  and 
of  the  people.  Of  course,  there  were 
many  times  when  I  was  not  able  to  go  but 
the  subcommittee  chairmen  took  the 
committees  into  the  States  where  projects 
were  being  inspected.  The  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones]  ,  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control,  has 
visited  every  State  that  has  suffered  a 
catastrophe  whether  it  was  the  result  of 
a  flood  or  hurricane  so  that  he  could 
bring  back  that  firsthand  knowledge 
and  understanding  that  is  so  necessary 
for  us  to  legislate  properly. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  committee 
did  a  good  job  when  it  brought  the  bill 
here  to  the  House  at  first.  When  the 
bill  went  to  conference,  they  did  the  best 
job  that  could  be  done  under  the  cir¬ 
cumstances. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  conference  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Cramer]  . 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker  and  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House,  I  realize  we  have  be¬ 
fore  us  today  an  issue  that  is  extremely 
difficult.  Practically  every  Member  of 
this  House,  as  I  am,  is  concerned  as  to 
what,  on  the  merits,  should  be  done.  So 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  action  taken 
leaves,  in  my  opinion,  if  the  proper  rights 
of  the  House  and  the  prerogatives  of  this 
great  coequal  legislative  body,  coequal 
with  the  Senate,  if  we  are  to  sustain  our 
rights  as  conferees  and  as  a  coequal  body, 
little  alternative  but  to  vote  down  the 


conference  report.  It  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  and  as  you  will  see  by  the  Record  of 
yesterday  at  page  26442  that  it  will  be  in 
order,  and  I  have  no  reason  to  believe 
such  a  motion  would  not  be  made,  be¬ 
cause  there  are  many  projects  in  this, 
some  $2  billion  worth,  of  which  $1,700 
million  is  relatively  noncontroversial  that 
has  been  approved  by  the  conference.  I 
support  those  projects.  I  do  not  support, 
however,  the  Dickey-Lincoln  project.  It 
is  not  a  small  project,  for  it  involves  $300 
million — $233  million  is  the  Federal  cost 
and  $73  million  is  the  estimated  trans¬ 
mission  cost  if  it  is  a  Federal  project. 

The  merits  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  have  been  discussed  in 
previous  debate.  The  House  sustained 
the  position  of  those  in  opposition  to  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  project  by  a  substantial 
vote  of  207  to  185.  The  merits  of  Dickey- 
Lincoln  remain  exactly  the  same  as  they 
were  at  the  time  the  House  voted  a  few 
weeks  ago  on  that  specific  project.  Now 
we  are  in  a  parliamentary  procedure  po¬ 
sition  that  if,  in  fact,  we  want  again  to 
assert  the  House  position  in  opposition  to 
this  project,  this  98-percent  power — and 
very  little  other  benefits  other  than  that 
resulting  from  area  redevelopment — we 
have  no  alternative  but  to  vote  down  the 
conference  report.  I  have  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  a  motion  would  initially  be  made, 
and  which  is  in  order — and  this  was  con¬ 
firmed  on  my  inquiry  of  the  Speaker  yes¬ 
terday — to  recommit  the  bill  to  the  con¬ 
ferees  with  instructions  that  the  previous 
House  position  on  Dickey-Lincoln  be  sus¬ 
tained. 

What  was  the  position  of  the  House  on 
Dickey-Lincoln?  It  was  very  reasonable. 
On  the  Clark  motion,  which  was  adopted, 
we  said  that  there  should  be  a  thorough 
study  of  the  Dickey-Lincoln  project. 
There  was  adequate  money  put  into  the 
measure  for  such  a  study.  We  com¬ 
mitted  ourselves  as  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  consider  the  matter  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  soon,  where  the  facts 
could  be  developed.  There  has  never 
been  a  separate  study  relating  to  this 
Dickey-Lincoln  phase  of  the  Passama- 
quoddy  project,  so  we  are  not  talking 
about  a  small  project.  We  are  talking 
about  $300  million.  We  are  not  talking 
about  an  insignificant  issue,  at  least  in 
my  opinion.  We  are  talking  about  a 
critical  issue. 

I  repeat.  The  facts  have  not  changed 
relating  to  Dickey-Lincoln.  I  wish  to 
make  sure  that  all  the  facts  are  brought 
before  the  Members.  We  had  a  letter 
submitted  in  conference  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Mus- 
kie]  ,  who  is  very  much  interested  in  the 
project,  for  it  would  be  in  his  State.  Al¬ 
though  the  people  who  would  use  the 
power  are  a  long  way  off,  the  project 
would  be  in  his  State.  The  fact  is  that 
he  submitted  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  letter  which  was  written  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts,  Representa¬ 
tive  O’Neill,  to  the  effect  that  it  ap¬ 
peared,  after  very  brief  consideration  by 
the  Federal  Power  Commission,  that  per¬ 
haps  the  cost  of  the  power  would  be 
greater  than  that  previously  estimated 
if  the  private  power  people  did  it,  com¬ 
pared  with  a  public  power  project.  But 


in  analyzing  the  basis  of  those  facts, 
they  just  do  not  hold  up. 

For  example,  consider  the  Federal  in¬ 
terest  cost  of  3.8  or  3 V8  percent.  The 
cost  would  actually  be,  as  we  all  know, 
41/4  percent,  which  is  the  cost  of  Federal 
money. 

They  did  not  consider  taxes  which 
would  be  foregone  which  private  enter¬ 
prise  would  pay.  They  included  a  total 
of  $73  million  for  transmission  lines 
which  would  be  necessary  if  the  project 
is  a  Federal  project,  but  would  not  be 
necessary  if  it  is  a  private  matter.  If  it 
is  private,  it  would  be  $3.8  million.  So 
obviously  they  weighted  the  matter  and 
tried  to  bring  in  different  figures.  But 
they  did  not  ask  the  opinion  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission,  which 
states  that,  with  the  use  of  that  power, 
you  can  do  it  at  about  one-fifth  of  the 
cost.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  facts 
are  the  same  now  as  they  were  when  the 
issue  was  considered  before. 

So  we  get  to  the  parliamentary  situa¬ 
tion.  What  is  the  issue  there?  As  I 
see  it,  the  issue  there  is  whether  we  in 
this  body  should  accept  the  procedure 
that  is  being  forced  upon  us  by  the  other 
body,  which  is  to  take  it  or  leave  it,  a 
blackjack  approach  of  the  other  body. 
If  we  thus  let  them  subvert  the  rules  of 
this  House,  which  are  very  clear,  that 
the  party  asking  for  the  conference,  the 
other  body  has  the  right  to  act  first  on 
the  conference  report — and  if  that  had 
been  done,  we  would  have  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  vote  on  a  motion  to  recommit, 
for  or  against  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project  a  second  time  and  so  instruct 
the  conferees — we  will  see  that  the  other 
body  is  acting  to  prevent  us  from  acting. 

So  if  we  are  going  to  substitute,  by  ac¬ 
cepting  this  conference  report,  for  the 
rule  that  is  on  the  books  now,  and  which 
has  generally  been  observed,  a  rule  that 
might  be  termed  the  “If  you  kidnap  the 
papers,  you  can  keep  these  projects  out,” 
then  Members  will  vote  for  the  confer¬ 
ence  report.  But  if  you  are  going  to 
oppose  such  an  approach,  stand  by  the 
prerogatives  of  this  House,  and  stand 
by  the  right  of  this  body  to  have  another 
vote  on  this  project,  then  it  is  a  very 
simple  procedure.  I  think  these  issues 
are  fundamental.  The  issue  of  Dickey- 
Lincoln  is  fundamental.  But  the  issue 
of  procedure  is  equally  fundamental. 

In  conference  a  member  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  asked  the  chairman  the  question: 
“Is  it  not  true  that  the  other  body,  the 
Senate,  having  asked  for  this  conference, 
we,  the  House,  have  a  right  to  the  pa¬ 
pers. and  to  act  first?”  The  answer  was 
“Yes”  by  the  chairman  of  the  conference, 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  Mr.  McNamara. 

I  am  not  charging  anyone  with  bad 
faith.  I  am  charging  them  with  know¬ 
ing  precisely  what  they  were  attempting 
to  do  and  what  they  will  accomplish  if 
■we  let  them.  I  object  to  it.  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  we  should  substitute  a  “kidnap  the 
paper”  rule  for  a  good  faith  relationship 
between  these  two  bodies  now  and  in  the 
future. 

These  are  the  basic  issues  involved. 
The  Dickey-Lincoln  project  can  be  con¬ 
sidered  under  the  study  amendment  that 
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was  adopted  by  the  House,  and  it  would 
be  in  order  after  the  conference  report 
is  voted  down,  under  instructions  to  the 
conferees.  This  project  will  get  fair  con¬ 
sideration,  I  am  convinced,  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  by  the  House  after  adequate 
study  has  been  had. 

A  question  has  been  raised  as  to  “What 
will  happen  to  me,  if  I  have  a  project  in 
this  bill?  Will  I  or  will  I  not  have  an 
opportunity  to  vote  on  this  this  year?  Is 
my  project  going  to  be  killed?” 

I  say  to  the  Members,  in  all  candor, 

I  believe  it  is  quite  obvious  that  there  are 
enough  problems  for  enough  Members 
involving  enough  projects  so  that  it  will 
be  insisted  on  that  the  matter  be  re¬ 
turned  to  conference,  not  next  year  but 
this  year.  As  soon  as  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is  voted  down,  in  my  opinion,  a  mo¬ 
tion  will  be  made,  and  the  conferees  will 
be  able  to  immediately  reconvene.  Then 
the  issue  before  the  conferees  will  be 
Dickey-Lincoln. 

The  argument  which  I  have  heard  in 
the  Chamber  and  otherwise  is,  “Gee,  I 
cannot  vote  against  this  report,  or  for 
the  motion  to  recommit,  because  I  have 
a  project  in  it.”  I  have  a  project  in  it, 
too — not  a  very  big  project,  but  I  do  have 
a  project  in  it.  That  argument  does  not 
hold  water.  We  are  talking  about  a  prin¬ 
ciple. 

If  the  Members  believe  in  these  prin¬ 
ciples,  if  they  are  opposed  to  Dickey-Lin¬ 
coln,  as  some  207  Members  were,  they 
will  vote  against  the  conference  report. 

This  has  been  done  before.  Such  an 
effort  was  made  on  the  Area  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1961.  The  issue  then  was 
not  nearly  as  clear.  The  issue  here 'is 
clear.  Either  v/e  are  for  or  against 
Dickey-Lincoln.  If  we  are  for  it,  we  will 
vote  for  the  conference  report.  If  we 
are  against  it,  we  should  vote  against 
the  conference  report.  That  is  the  issue 
which  basically  is  before  us. 

It  is  my  hope  that  this  House  will  vote 
down  the  conference  report  and  will  then 
immediately  vote  for  a  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  bill  to  the  conferees  with  instruc¬ 
tions  that  the  study  of  Dickey-Lincoln  be 
undertaken  immediately,  under  the  in¬ 
structions  of  the  Congress,  as  provided 
in  the  Clark  amendment. 

I  understand  that  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Clark!  had  intended  to  offer  a  motion  to 
recommit.  I  ask  the  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  whether  that  is  correct? 

Mr.  CLARK.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  He  is  denied  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  do  so  by  this  procedure, 
intentionally.  There  is  not  any  ques¬ 
tion  about  the  intention. 

As  I  say,  I  am  not  charging  anyone 
with  bad  faith,  but  I  do  say  they  in¬ 
tended  to  keep  us  from  voting,  when  we 
had,  under  the  rules,  a  right  to  vote.  If 
we  do  not  vote  down  the  conference 
report  they  will  succeed. 

A  new  unofficial  statement  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Power  Commission,  dated  October 
5,  1965,  which  purports  to  be  a  “Com¬ 
parative  Analysis”  of  the  proposed 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  is  being 
circulated  in  Congress  in  an  attempt  to 
get  the  House  to  restore  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  project  in  S.  2300,  the 
omnibus  rivers  and  harbors  and  flood 


control  bill.  The  statement  contains 
figures  supposedly  representing  compar¬ 
ative  costs  of  four  alternatives:  ■  First, 
the  proposed  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project;  second,  some  theoretical  steam 
plants  in  Massachusetts  and  Maine  de¬ 
scribed  in  an  FPC  letter  of  February  16, 
1965;  third,  a  pumped  storage-nuclear 
combination  plan  developed  in  an  FPC 
staff  study  dated  September  30,  1965; 
and,  fourth,  the  New  England  utilities’ 
plan.  No  supporting  material  is  avail¬ 
able  showing  how  the  FPC  figures  were 
derived.  However,  by  reference  to 
earlier  very  meager  information  con¬ 
tained  in  Interior’s  August  1964  report, 
the  basic  criteria  used  in  their  prepara¬ 
tion  is  quite  evident.  They  would  repre¬ 
sent  for  alternatives  2,  3,  and  4  what 
FPC  and  the  Government  agencies  con¬ 
sider  power  values  or  benefits — not  costs 
of  production.  This  is  clear  in  the  case 
of  alternative  2  as  shown  in  paragraph 
2,  page  4,  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior’s  July  9,  1965,  report  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  on  the  “Conservation  of  the  Nat¬ 
ural  Resources  of  New  England — The 
Passamaquoddy  Tidal  Power  Project 
and  Upper  St.  John  River  Hydroelectric 
Development,”  which  states: 

Since  the  initiation  of  this  study,  in  1961, 
the  utility  industry  has  developed  generating 
units  of  500,000-kilowatts  capacity  which  are 
now  scheduled  for  installation  in  the  Bos¬ 
ton  area,  and  a  unit  of  125,000-kilowatts 
capacity  is  being  installed  in  Maine.  New 
steam-electric  plants  in  the  Boston  area  are 
estimated  to  cost  $125  per  kilowatt  and  plants 
in  Maine  $140  per  kilowatt.  On  the  basis 
of  these  larger  more  economical  develop¬ 
ments  which  have  taken  place  during  the 
course  of  these  studies,  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  on  February  16,  1965,  furnished 
revised  power  values  for  application  in  Maine 
and  the  Boston  area.  The  revised  at-market 
values  were  computed  to  be  $22.50  per  kilo¬ 
watt-year  and  2.3  mills  per  kilowatt-hour 
in  the  Boston  area,  and  $24.50  per  kilowatt- 
year  and  2.9  mills  per  kilowatt-hour  in 
Maine.  A  composite  power  value  would  be 
$23.50  per  kilowatt-year  and  2.6  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour. 

These  are  the  same  figures  appearing 
in  the  FPC  October  5,  1965,  statement 
for  alternative  No.  2  and  were  derived 
from  the  same  factors  used  in  the  1964 
report  but  applied  to  more  modern  lower 
unit  cost  plants  similar  to  those  built  by 
the  electric  companies  in  New  England  in 
recent  years.  These  factors  include  al¬ 
lowances  for  taxes  of  all  kinds  and  going 
market  rates  for  cost  of  money.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  FPC  followed  its  traditional  prac¬ 
tice  in  using  these  same  factors  in  esti¬ 
mating  power  values  or  benefits — not 
costs — for  alternatives  3  and  4,  but  this 
is  not  the  case  with  respect  to  the  figures 
shown  for  the  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
project  which  are  Federal  production  and 
transmission  costs  only.  The  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School  figures  include  no  allow¬ 
ance  for  taxes  and  a  3  V8  -percent  rate  of 
interest. 

The  factors  used  in  arriving  at  annual 
costs  and  subsequently  capacity  and  en¬ 
ergy  costs  for  alternatives,  2,  3,  and  4,  are 
6.25  percent  of  the  total  investment  costs 
for  cost  of  money,  1.20  percent  for  depre¬ 
ciation  and  replacement,  5.72  percent  for 
taxes,  and  2  percent  for  operation  and 
maintenance.  Corresponding  factors 
used  in  the  case  of  Dickey-Lincoln 


School  are  3.125  percent  for  cost  of 
money,  0.86  percent  for  amortization,  or 
depreciation,  and  replacements,  nothing 
for  taxes,  and  0.45  percent  for  operation, 
maintenance,  and  insurance.  In  other 
words  there  is  a  5.72-percent  tax  charge 
and  a  3.125-percent  additional  interest 
charge  for  alternatives  Nos.  2,  3,  and  4 
not  applied  to  alternative  No.  1.  Obvi¬ 
ously,  the  figures  for  alternatives  2,  3, 
and  4  cannot  be  compared  to  the  figures 
for  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  be¬ 
cause  they  are  not  comparable  things. 
The  figures  for  alternatives  2,  3,  and  4 
also  do  not  conform  to  the  instructions 
contained  in  Senate  Document  No.  97, 
the  Federal  agencies’  bible.  For  an  in¬ 
terpretation  of  its  requirements  we  can 
go  to  no  less  an  authority  than  the  Corps 
of  Engineers.  In  its  reply  to  certain 
questions  propounded  by  Senator  Cooper 
with  respect  to  the  Devils  Jumps  project, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  stated : 

The  comparability  test  which  the  Corps 
employs  is  designed  specifically  to  show  the 
relative  economic  efficiency  of  the  project 
and  available  alternatives.  In  making  this 
test  for  the  power  purpose  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
ducing  equivalent  power  by  the  most  likely 
alternative  new  power  source  is  determined 
using  the  same  method  of  financing  (same 
interest  rate,  tax  assumptions,  etc.)'  as  for 
the  Federal  project. 

This  reference  is  found  on  page  296  of 
the  Senate  hearings  on  S.  2300,  dated 
April  21,  1965.  Note  that  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  says  that  the  comparability 
test  is  designed  to  show  the  “relative 
efficiency”  of  the  project  and  alternatives, 
and  that  for  the  power  purpose  the  cost 
of  producing  equivalent  power  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  using  the  same  interest  rate, 
tax  assumptions,  et  cetera,  as  used  for 
the  Federal  project.  This  is  the  only 
way  any  meaningful  conclusions  can  be 
drawn.  The  comparison  must  compare 
comparable  things.  This,  the  FPC 
statement  of  October  5,  1965  has  not 
done. 

Now  for  the  specifics.  The  FPC  state¬ 
ment  claims  that  the  New  England 
utilities  analyses  omit  transmission  costs 
and  losses,  and  project  operation  and 
maintenance%expense,  and  that  they  do 
not  “reveal  the  period  used  comparable 
to  the  payout  period  for  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School  project.”  The  informa¬ 
tion  on  transmission  costs  and  losses,  and 
operation  and  maintenance  expense,  is 
contained  in  the  material  submitted  by 
the  companies  to  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee.  These  figures  are  included 
in  the  estimates  of  the  electric  com¬ 
panies.  Furthermore,  if  FPC  staff  had 
taken  the  time  to  read  the  record  of  the 
hearings  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  it  would  have  found  on 
page  506  a  table  showing  the  true  com¬ 
parative  costs  of  the  New  England  utility 
companies’  plan  and  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  on  a  50 -year  amortization 
basis,  with  and  without  taxes.  It  will  be 
noted  here,  also,  that  the  electric  com¬ 
panies  with  full  interest  claim  only  a  30- 
percent  tax  load — 1.3  mills  more  than  the 
4.3  mills  for  energy  without  taxes,  or  5.6 
mills  with  taxes. 

In  the  case  of  alternatives  2,  3,  and  4, 
taxes  as  computed  by  the  FPC,  represent 
some  40  percent  of  the  total  figure  shown 
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in  the  FTC  statement.  Failure  to  in¬ 
clude  taxes  does  not  remove  the  burden 
on  the  economy.  The  cost  to  the  gen¬ 
eral  economy  exists  whether  or  not  as 
a  matter  of  policy  it  is  paid  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  Moreover,  it  is  not  a 
cost  of  production  to  the  entities  involved 
in  any  non-Federal  development,  but  a 
cost  of  carrying  on  a  business.  If  the 
comparison  is  to  measure  the  actual  costs 
of  the  various  alternatives,  it  must  ac¬ 
cordingly  be  computed  on  a  comparable 
basis. 

The  comparability  analysis  also  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  taxes  should  be  charged 
on  Government  operations.  That  is  a 
matter  of  pricing  policy  and  not  of  cost 
comparisons. 

Another  large  discrepancy  in  the  FPC 
October  5, 1965,  statement  is  the  fact  that 
in  the  case  of  the  Federal  project  an 
artificial  interest  rate  of  only  3  Vs  percent 
is  used,  whereas  the  actual  cost  of  money 
to  the  United  States  is  4'/4  percent  and 
for  the  non-Federal  alternatives  an  in¬ 
terest  rate  of  6.25  percent  is  used,  or 
twice  the  rate  used  for  the  Federal  proj¬ 
ect.  These  widely  divergent  factors 
were  employed  even  though  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  correctly  states  that  for  the 
comparability  test  the  same  method  of 
financing  is  essential. 

While  no  brief  is  held  for  the  New 
England  electric  companies’  plan  or  cost 
estimates,  it  appears  that,  except  for 
operation  and  maintenance  and  trans¬ 
mission,  FPC  accepts  the  companies’ 
figures.  In  this  connection  a  simple 
comparison  of  the  percentage  of  invest¬ 
ment  costs  used  in  the  FPC  statement 
for  the  two  sets  of  alternatives  might  be 
enlightening: 


Federal 

Dickey- 

Lincoln 

School 

project 

Non- 

Federal 

alterna¬ 

tives 

Cost  of  money _ 

$3. 125 
.860 

$6.25 

1.20 

5.72 

2.00 

Depreciation  and  replacement _ 

Taxes.  _  __  _  _ _  ... 

Operation,  maintenance,  and  in¬ 
surance _  _ 

.450 

Total. _ _ 

4.435 

15.17 

From  the  above  it  should  be  clear  that 
even  if  greater  allowances  for  transmis¬ 
sion,  operation,  and  maintenance  were 
included,  as  proposed  by  the  FPC,  the 
cost,  at  least  for  alternatives  3  and  4, 
when  corrected  to  provide  for  compara¬ 
ble  taxes  and  interest,  would  still  be  far 
less  than  for  the  proposed  Federal 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project.  This  is 
the  comparability  test  which  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  employs  to  show  the  rela¬ 
tive  efficiency  of  a  project  and  its  alter¬ 
natives.  It  measures  the  cost  of  the 
economy  of  the  various  alternatives. 
Under  such  an  analysis  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  is  found  wanting. 

The  short  history  of  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  is  also  very  revealing.  Under 
standard  planning  practice  all  possible 
alternatives  are  explored  before  a  par¬ 
ticular  proposal  is  adopted.  Among 
other  things  the  alternative  advanced  by 
the  New  England  electric  companies  had 
never  been  examined  by  the  Government 


agencies.  In  fact,  the  first  quickie  study 
of  something  along  these  lines  evidently 
came  after  the  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  hearings  in  August  1965  on  S. 
2300.  The  FPC  October  5,  1965,  state¬ 
ment  indicates  that  such  a  study  was 
made  on  September  30,  1965.  What 
more  or  better  argument  can  be  made  as 
to  the  need  for  a  real  study  of  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project?  Fur¬ 
thermore,  it  is  of  interest  to  note  that 
each  time  a  new  set  of  figures  are  sup¬ 
plied  by  the  Federal  agencies,  the  bene¬ 
fits  from  Dickey-Lincoln  School  go  down 
and  the  costs  of  alternatives  are  reduced. 
As  the  planners  become  more  familiar 
with  the  situation,  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  becomes  progressively  less  attrac¬ 
tive.  The  August  1964  Interior  report 
used  a  composite  power  value  for  alter¬ 
native  non-Federal  generating  plants  of 
$27.50  kilowatt-year.  In  Interior’s  July 
1965  report  the  figure  was  reduced  to 
$23.50  kilowatt-year.  In  FPC’s  Octo¬ 
ber  5,  1965,  statement  a  pumped  storage 
nuclear  combination — alternative  3 — 
showed  a  value  of  $20.40  kilowatt-year. 
The  New  England  utilities’  alternate 
plan  was  shown  as  $11.70  kilowatt-year. 
If  this  trend  continues,  it  might  be  that 
the  project  may  eventually  be  priced 
out  of  the  market  even  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  planners. 

With  such  a  shady  record,  the  House 
can  do  no  other  than  provide  the  time 
for  a  real  objective,  unbiased  study  of  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  by  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  the  agency  which 
would  be  responsible  for  its  construction. 
Certainly,  we  cannot  afford  to  embark 
on  a  $300-million-plus  venture  on  the 
basis  of  existing  data,  particularly  when 
we  can  in  several  months  have  the  ma¬ 
terial  we  need  to  make  a  sound  judg¬ 
ment.  Opposition  to  such  a  short  delay 
can  only  be  suspect  and  be  interpreted 
as  a  fear  of  exposure  of  the  truth  about 
*the  project.  If  Dickey-Lincoln  School  is 
as  good  as  claimed  by  its  proponents, 
nothing  will  be  lost  by  the  proposed 
study  as  directed  by  the  House  in  Sep¬ 
tember.  If  it  cannot  stand  such  close 
scrutiny,  it  should  not  be  authorized  in 
any  event.  A  5-month  deferment  will 
do  no  harm  and  is  not  an  exorbitant 
price  to  pay  for  verification  of  the  proj¬ 
ect’s  claimed  merits,  and  assurance  that 
it  will  fulfill  its  promises.  The  earlier 
House  action  should  be  sustained. 

First.  A  statement  has  been  made  that 
Maine  Public  Service  Co.  was  purchasing 
hydropower  from  the  New  Brunswick 
Power  Commission  at  a  very  low  cost — 
5  mills  per  kilowatt-horn — and  was  re¬ 
selling  it  to  company  customers  at  nearly 
three  times  what  the  company  paid  for 
it. 

Maine  Public  Service  Co.  serves  an  area 
in  northern  Maine. 

It  reports  that  the  5  mill  power  re¬ 
ferred  to  is  dump  power,  so  called,  which 
cannot  be  relied  to  meet  system  require¬ 
ments  and  therefore  has  little  value.  In 
1964  this  company’s  purchases  of  “dump 
power”  at  5  mills  represented  only  three- 
tenths  of  1  percent  of  its  total  system 
input.  For  the  8  months  ended  August 
1965,  such  dump-power  purchases  repre¬ 
sented  only  three  one-hundredths  of  1 
percent  of  its  total  system  input. 


For  “firm  power”  which  can  be  relied 
to  meet  system  loads  and,  therefore,  has 
a  higher  value,  Maine  Public  Service  Co. 
paid  the  New  Brunswick  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  an  average  price  of  9.8  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour  in  1964  and  13.4  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour  for  the  first  8  months  of 
1965. 

Second.  A  statement  has  been  made 
that  Central  Maine  Power  Co.,  the 
largest  electric  utility  in  Maine,  has  an¬ 
nounced  rate  reductions  only  twice  in  its 
history:  first,  when  the  Passamaquoddy- 
St.  Johns  report  was  published,  and  sec¬ 
ondly,  prior  to  recent  congressional  hear¬ 
ings. 

This  statement  is  extremely  erroneous. 
In  a  decree  dated  July  23,  1948  the  Maine 
Public  Utilities  Commission  stated: 

It  (Central  Maine  Power  Co.)  has  had  no 
general  rate  increase  in  over  30  years  but  had 
effected  substantial  reductions  in  rates  dur¬ 
ing  that  time.  In  1945  and  1946  residential 
rates  were  reduced  $600,000,  commercial 
$150,000  and  street  lighting  $53,000,  a  total 
of  $803,000. 

In  just  the  10-year  period  preceding 
the  commission’s  decree.  Central  Maine 
Power  Co.,  in  addition  to  the  specific  rate 
decreases,  listed  by  the  commission,  made 
eight  general  and  six  special  rate  de¬ 
creases  totaling  over  $800,000  per  year. 
So,  over  the  entire  period  1937  to  1946, 
this  company  made  16  rate  decreases 
aggregating  over  $1,625,000  per  year. 

Over  the  last  2  years  it  has  made  rate 
decreases  totaling  over  $1,630,000. 

Third.  A  statement  has  been  made 
that  a  Maine  housewife  wrote  to  her 
Senator  that  she  did  not  get  a  rate  reduc¬ 
tion  in  the  1963  decrease  made  by  Central 
Maine  Power  Co.,  and  discovered  in  sub¬ 
sequent  bills  that  her  rates  had  gone  up, 
rather  than  down,  after  the  announced 
rate  reduction. 

The  company’s  answer  is  that  this  cus¬ 
tomer  was  probably  one  of  the  few  cus¬ 
tomers  in  a  water  heating  group  owning 
large — 80  gallon — water  heaters  who  did 
not  get  a  rate  decrease;  but  actually  be¬ 
cause  of  a  change  in  rate  form  got  a 
small  increase.  This  was  corrected  in 
the  1965  rate  decrease — the  problem  hav¬ 
ing  been  worked  out  in  two  steps  over  the 
2-year  period. 

Fourth.  It  has  been  stated  that  al¬ 
though  the  Electric  Coordinating  Council 
of  New  England  was  formed  in  1948,  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  cheaper  power  to 
the  area,  power  rates  had  actually  in¬ 
creased  in  the  area  18.3  percent  during 
that  period  while  they  had  increased  in 
the  United  States  by  only  4  percent. 

This  is  not  a  fact.  During  that  period 
the  average  cost  to  the  consumer  of  each 
kilowatt-hour  of  electricity  actually  de¬ 
creased  by  10.4  percent  in  the  United 
States  and  by  6.92  percent  in  New 
England. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Wright]. 

Mr.  WRIGHT.  Mr.  Speaker,  your 
Committee  on  Public  Works  comes  now 
to  the  end  of  many,  many  months  of 
long,  arduous,  and  painstaking  study  on 
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many,  many  projects  throughout  the  en¬ 
tire  United  States. 

In  an  effort  to  serve  the  House  we  have 
done  our  very  best  to  see  that  justice  and 
fairness  is  performed  in  every  instance. 

I  believe  it  is  important  to  stress  that 
the  bill  whose  fate  we  are  deciding  by 
the  vote  which  will  next  be  held  con¬ 
tains  not  one  project  but  142  projects. 
It  is  a  bill  which  affects  the  citizens  re¬ 
siding  in  the  congressional  districts  of 
some  240  Members  of  this  House.  So  it 
is  not  a  question  of  whether  we  like  one 
given  project;  it  is  a  question  of  whether 
we  want  to  hold  up  and  delay  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
United  States  in  240  of  the  congressional 
districts,  on  142  different  projects — or 
whether  we  want  to  have  a  bill  this 
year. 

The  suggestion  has  been  implicit  in 
some  of  the  things  that  have  been  said 
that  this  is  a  question  of  upholding  the 
prerogatives  of  the  House.  The  implica¬ 
tion  is  present  that  your  conferees,  serv¬ 
ing  you  and  the  Members  of  the  House, 
have  failed  to  uphold  those  prerogatives 
of  the  House.  I  should  like  to  point  out 
to  you  that  the  chairman  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon],  has  never 
had  a  project  in  this  bill  nor  has  he  ever 
asked  for  one. 

I  should  like  to  stress  to  you  further 
that  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Blatnik],  served  long  and  hard  and  ar¬ 
duously  in  this  conference  committee, 
gaining  in  9  cases  out  of  10  the  side  of 
the  House  over  the  side  of  the  Senate. 
He  has  no  project  in  this  bill  for  his  area, 
and  he  undertook  to  do  this  grueling 
work  at  a  time  when  he  was  suffering 
severe  physical  pain. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  also  that  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama,  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control, 
had  spent  several  weeks  in  the  hospital 
at  a  crucial  point  in  the  session  and  came 
back  in  order  to  hold  hearings  on  these 
projects  in  this  bill. 

These  men  effectively  upheld  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  House  in  the  conference. 
The  House  receded  in  conference  on  only 
six  items.  The  Senate  receded  in  con¬ 
ference  on  67  items.  For  each  time  that 
the  House  conferees  receded  the  Senate 
conferees  receded  on  11  separate  counts. 
I  ask  you,  have  we  failed  to  uphold  the 
prerogatives  of  the  House? 

Obviously  we  could  not  get  everything 
we  wanted.  Obviously  we  could  not  in¬ 
sist  that  the  House  position  prevail  every 
time  when  there  is  another  body  to  con¬ 
sider.  Henry  Clay  said : 

Do  not  despise  compromise,  for  it  is  the 
cement  that  holds  the  Union  together. 

Now,  particularly  in  a  matter  of  a  con¬ 
ference  committee,  compromise  is  the 
name  of  the  game.  If  both  bodies  went 
to  the  conference  table  absolutely  un¬ 
yielding  and  absolutely  unwilling  to  give 
in  on  a  single  point,  why,  there  would  be 
no  purpose  in  having  a  conference  com¬ 
mittee.  There  would  be  no  possibility 
of  having  legislation. 

So,  ironically,  we  have  some  groups 
coming  in  here  and  saying  we  should 


vote  down  the  entire  bill,  the  entire  con¬ 
ference  committee  report,  because  it  con¬ 
tains  one  project  that  they  do  not  ap¬ 
prove  of  personally.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  are  Members  here  who  have  been 
gravely  disappointed  because  it  does  not 
contain  projects  that  they  wanted  and 
felt  entitled  to.  The  House  did  not  yield 
easily  on  any  of  these  points. 

On  the  two  points  at  issue  on  which 
we  did  yield,  we  debated  with  the  Senate 
conferees  for  1  hour  on  one  of  them  and 
for  2  hours  on  the  other  one.  On  one  of 
them  we  got  assurances  from  the  other 
conferees  that  a  separate  bill  would  be 
considered  by  their  body  next  year  to 
accommodate  the  position  of  the  House. 
We  have  done  as  well  as  we  could,  and  I 
think  we  have  brought  before  you  a  good 
bill. 

The  question  is  clear.  The  question 
you  will  answer  when  you  answer  the 
roll  is,  do  you  want  a  bill  this  year  or  do 
you  not  want  one.  That  is  just  what  it 
amounts  to.  It  is  just  that  simple.  Let 
nobody  deceive  you  into  thinking  that 
we  can  go  back  into  conference  at  this 
late  date  and  resolve  differences  that  we 
were  not  able  to  resolve  in  2  long  days  of 
difficult  conferences. 

So  you  decide  and  you  give  the  an¬ 
swer.  You  answer  your  constituents, 
your  conscience,  and  your  country. 
When  your  name  is  called  on  that  roll, 
you  will  be  answering  this  question:  Do 
you  want  to  delay  the  development  of  the 
natural  water  resources  of  this  country 
by  another  year?  Do  you  want  to  as¬ 
sume  that  responsibility  at  a  time  when 
we  need  more  desperately  than  ever  in 
our  history  to  develop  the  water  re¬ 
sources  of  our  land?  If  you  do  not,  then 
vote  for  the  conference  committee  report. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Clark], 

(Mr.  CLARK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  Speaker,  sometimes 
we  get  inundated  by  all  the  verbs  and 
adjectives  of  our  orations.  I  would  like 
to  take  a  few  minutes  to  draw  a  picture 
of  what  we  are  talking  about  on  this 
Dickey -Lincoln  project.  The  dams  are 
located  here  on  the  St.  John  River,  at 
the  farthest  end  of  Maine,  over  400  miles 
away  from  the  area  in  which  the  power 
would  be  used. 

This  huge  land  area  encompasses 
nearly  700  square  miles  and  is  lightly 
populated,  by  less  than  100,000  people. 
It  could  be  roughly  compared  to  the 
square-mile  area  of  Connecticut  and 
Rhode  Island  which  have  a  combined 
population  of  3,500,000. 

The  transmission  problem  involves 
some  400  miles  to  the  major  load  centers 
at  Boston,  and  so  forth.  Equivalent 
transmission  spans  would  string  across 
the  country  from  Altoona,  Pa.,  to 
Boston,  or,  for  instance,  from  Buffalo 
to  New  York,  or  from  Washington  to 
Boston.  There  is  a  difference  of  over  400 
miles. 

I  say  to  you  when  you  are  going  to 
build  a  northern  dam  in  the  northern 
part  of  Maine  where  you  are  going  to 
have  a  hydroelectric  dam  compared  to 
what  we  already  have  in  the  Massachu¬ 


October  20,  1965 

setts-Connecticut-Rhode  Island  area  of 
nuclear  and  thermo  power,  then  I  think 
you  can  see  that  in  Wilkes-Barre,  Pa.,  in 
Dan  Flood’s  district,  which  has  all  this 
coal  that  we  need  so  badly  to  be  used,  this 
coal  cannot  be  used,  but  it  could  be  used 
if  we  had  a  thermo  plant  in  Wilkes- 
Barre,  Pa.  It  would  be  closer  from 
Wilkes-Barre,  Pa.,  to  Boston,  the  load 
area,  than  it  would  be  from  the  Maine 
Dickey-Lincoln  project. 

I  say  to  you  not  only  in  the  transmis¬ 
sion  lines  where  you  have  a  $80  million 
project  from  Dickey-Lincoln  down  into 
the  load  center  areas  of  New  England, 
where  we  have  24  of  the  Congressmen 
representing  the  New  England  area  who 
are  against  this  Dickey-Lincoln  project, 
is  it  fair  for  the  House  to  stick  a  project 
down  these  gentlemen’s  throats  in  order 
to  help  the  Dickey-Lincoln  project  400 
miles  from  Boston? 

Another  thing  I  would  like  to  bring  up 
is  the  fact  that  a  year  ago  we  had  on 
the  floor  another  power  project  and  it 
was  stated  that  we  had  no  agreement 
with  Canada.  I  say  to  you  that  the  In¬ 
terior  Committee,  and  no  other  commit¬ 
tee,  is  going  to  say  whether  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  project  should  be  approved  or 
disapproved  because  of  the  treaty  agree¬ 
ment. 

There  is  a  95-percent  power  factor  in 
this  project.  Five  percent  is  in  what 
they  call  flood  control  and  recreation. 

Now  look  at  that  area.  In  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  area  we  have  360  people.  So 
360  people  are  going  to  get  5  percent  of 
recreation  and  flood  control.  Now  we 
look  across  the  river  into  the  Canadian 
side,  and  what  do  we  have?  We  do  one 
thing.  We  are  going  to  be  helping  the 
Canadians  on  the  recreation  and  flood 
control,  and  we  are  not  going  to  be  help¬ 
ing  our  Maine  Dickey-Lincoln  supporters 
for  flood  control  in  Maine. 

So  as  a  result,  I  ask  you  to  vote  down 
this  conference  report,  and  I  am  sure, 
although  the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Wright]  said  if  this  report  were  voted 
down  there  would  not  be  a  conference 
report,  I  say  to  you  that  I  feel  that  there 
would  be  because,  if  you  remember,  the 
Trinity  River  project  is  in  this  bill. 

So  I  ask  you  to  vote  down  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  and  I  am  sure  we  will  get 
another  chance  to  vote  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Bald¬ 
win], 

(Mr.  BALDWIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise 
in  support  of  this  conference  report  on 
S.  2300.  This  does  not  mean  that  I  agree 
with  all  portions  of  this  conference  re¬ 
port,  because  I  do  not. 

For  example,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  continue 
tc  be  opposed  to  the  St.  Johns  River  pub¬ 
lic  power  project  in  Maine.  I  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  evidence  presented  before 
our  committee  was  sufficiently  conclu¬ 
sive  to  warrant  the  commitment  of  $227 
million  of  Federal  funds  for  this  public 
power  project,  particularly  when  we  had 
testimony  before  our  committee  that  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  in  that  area  was  work¬ 
ing  rapidly  toward  the  development  of 
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nuclear  powerplants  to  provide  power 
and  particularly  because  we  had  a  letter 
submitted  to  us,  and  which  is  printed  in 
the  printed  hearings,  to  the  effect  that 
the  various  public  utilities  in  that  area 
estimate  that  through  the  development 
of  nuclear  energy  they  can  cut  their  cost 
and  their  rates  by  40  percent  over  the 
next  15  years. 

For  this  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  did 
not  seem  to  me  that  we  should  commit 
the  taxpayers  to  pay  a  $227  million  com¬ 
mitment.  I  felt  that  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  acted  properly  when  it  voted 
to  eliminate  this  project  and  simply  au¬ 
thorized  a  study  of  comparative  costs 
o-  using  other  means  of  developing  the 
power  needed  for  the  area. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  conference  is 
a  matter  of  give  and  take.  There  were 
two  major  public  power  projects  that 
had  been  authorized  by  the  other  body 
in  their  version  of  the  bill  that  had  not 
been  authorized  by  the  House  in  our  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill.  One  of  them  was  the 
St.  Johns  project.  The  other  was  the 
Devils  Jump  project.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees  did  succeed  in  upholding  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  House  as  to  the  Devils  Jump 
project,  a  $151  million  project  which  had 
been  authorized  in  the  Senate  bill. 
Therefore,  that  project  does  not  appear 
in  this  conference  report. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  whole,  the  House 
conferees  upheld  the  position  of  the 
House  on  a  majority  of  the  disputed 
items. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  discuss 
one  particular  aspect  of  this  bill  which 
may  present  a  problem  between  now  and 
the  time  when  the  President  makes  his 
decision  as  to  his  action  on  the  bill. 

Some  of  the  conferees  have  been  in¬ 
formed  by  at  least  one  or  more  of  the 
legal  advisers  of  some  of  the  administra¬ 
tive  agencies  involved  in  this  bill  that 
they  may  recommend  to  the  President 
that  the  President  veto  this  bill  because 
of  section  201  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  section  201  of  the  bill 
authorizes  a  simplified  procedure  for  the 
clearance  of  projects  under  $10  million. 
Those  projects  today  have  to  wait  for  an 
omnibus  bill.  This  is  the  first  omnibus 
bill  which  we  have  had  for  a  period  of  3 
years  and,  therefore,  some  projects  have 
waited  for  3  years  for  an  omnibus  au¬ 
thorization  bill. 

Under  section  201  if  a  project  is  less 
than  $10  million  in  scope,  from  now  on 
it  can  be  authorized  simply  by  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  a  resolution  by  the  House  and 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee.  When 
such  a  resolution  is  passed  by  those  two 
committees,  the  project  becomes  an  au¬ 
thorized  project  and  can  be  carried  out 
by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  legal  advisers  who 
have  contacted  some  of  our  conferees 
from  the  administrative  agencies  in¬ 
volved  have  implied  that  they  may  rec¬ 
ommend  a  veto  because  they  feel  that 
the  constitutional  powers  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  may  be  jeopardized  by  this 
provision.  I  do  not  feel  that  is  the  case 
at  all.  As  a  matter  of  fact  we  have  two 
similar  procedures  regularly  being  fol¬ 
lowed  as  a  result  of  legislation  enacted 
years  ago  by  the  Congress  and  signed  by 


the  President.  One  is  in  the  case  of  soil 
conservation  projects.  Such  projects 
regularly  only  come  before  the  House 
and  Senate  Public  Works  Committees  if 
they  involve  dams  of  a  certain  size  and 
they  only  require  resolutions  to  be  passed 
by  the  two  committees,  and  then  they 
become  authorized  projects,  no  matter 
what  the  projected  cost  may  be. 

This  is  the  result  of  legislation  en¬ 
acted  by  the  Congress  and  signed  by  the 
President. 

The  second  example  is  the  Public 
Buildings  Act  passed  by  the  Congress  and 
signed  by  the  President,  which  provides 
that  a  public  building,  no  matter  what 
its  cost  may  be,  $40  or  $60  million,  only 
needs  to  be  authorized  by  a  resolution 
passed  by  the  House  and  Senate  Public 
Works  Committees,  and  once  this  reso¬ 
lution  is  passed  by  those  two  committees 
the  building  is  authorized,  and  does  not 
require  any  further  legislative  act  by 
this  Congress.  So  it  is  clear  a  precedent 
has  been  established  in  this  field,  and 
section  201  of  the  present  bill  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  that  precedent. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentlemen  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  compliment  the  gentleman 
from  California  on  his  statement  on  sec¬ 
tion  201  of  this  bill.  That  was  carefully 
drawn  as  the  result  of  the  experience  of 
the  two  public  laws  the  gentleman  re¬ 
ferred  to. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  in  addition 
to  that  that  we  have  been  faced  with 
these  reimbursement  situations  where  a 
community  will  start  a  project  in  antici¬ 
pation  of  the  passing  of  legislation  au¬ 
thorizing  flood  control,  beach  erosion,  or 
some  other  type  of  project  which  would 
normally  come  from  the  Public  Works 
Committee.  The  local  community  in  an¬ 
ticipation  of  that  project  being  author¬ 
ized  makes  expenditures  because  we  are 
dealing  here  for  the  first  time  in  3  years 
with  a  Rivers  and  Harbors  and  Flood 
Control  Act. 

We  are  not  acting  in  good  faith,  so, 
consequently  we  are  not  keeping  up  to 
date,  and  not  being  responsive  to  the 
needs  on  this  question  of  what  we  are 
supposed  to  cover,  and  section  201  is  the 
most  beneficial  section,  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  and  from  my  observation  of 
these  problems  in  that  section  of  this 
bill.  So  I  hope  those  Members  who  have 
feai’s  and  apprehensions  that  this  is  go¬ 
ing  to  become  a  constitutional  question 
from  the  executive  branch  of  Govern¬ 
ment  will  lose  their  fears  and  look  with 
favor  upon  the  legislative  act  of  being 
responsive. 

I  again  commend  the  gentleman  from 
California  on  the  great  work  he  has 
done  on  this  committee. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  for  yielding,  because  the  gentle¬ 
man  now  in  the  well  of  the  House  has 


rendered  to  this  body  and  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  some  of  the  most 
constructive  services  I  have  had  the 
privilege  of  witnessing  in  my  time  of 
service  in  this  body.  Both  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  and  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones],  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Flood  Control, 
have  been  practically  heroic  in  the  dedi¬ 
cation  they  have  given  to  this  committee 
in  the  face  of  very  serious  illness  that 
both  of  them  suffered  earlier  this  year. 

I  particularly  appreciate  the  contribu¬ 
tion  they  have  made  in  cosponsoring  the 
section  just  commented  on  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama,  because  I  think  it 
is  a  very  constructive  step  forward.  It 
recognizes  the  fact  we  need  to  expedite 
the  handling  of  some  of  these  flood  prob¬ 
lems  across  the  country  that  have  cost 
us  so  many  millions  of  dollars  in  dam¬ 
ages  this  year.  It  would  be  tragic  if  we 
were  to  delay  approval  of  this  confer¬ 
ence  report  and  thereby  delay  for  even 
a  single  day  the  foi-ward  movement  of 
the  great  flood  control  projects  au¬ 
thorized  by  this  report. 

I  hope  that  the  report  of  the  conferees 
will  be  approved  by  an  overwhelming 
vote,  and  I  congratulate  the  gentleman 
from  California  for  the  constructive  at¬ 
titude  he  has  taken  with  reference  to 
it. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  and  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama  for  their  very  gracious 
comments. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cleveland], 

(Mr.  CLEVELAND  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  protest  the  regrettable  parlia¬ 
mentary  situation  that  we  find  ourselves 
in  here  today,  having  the  Dickey -Lincoln 
project  back  in  this  bill  when  it  was 
taken  out  specifically  as  we  all  know  by 
a  specific  vote  of  the  House  of  207  to  185 
just  a  few  days  ago.  Time  has  not 
changed  that  situation. 

It  is  also  regrettable  that  the  time  is 
controlled  completely  by  the  majority. 
I  think  the  time  is  long  overdue  that 
the  rules  of  this  House  be  reformed  so 
that  there  will  be  an  absolute  right  of 
the  minority  to  have  time. 

The  need  for  a  thorough  study  of  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  project  by  itself  and 
separate  from  the  combined  Passama- 
quoddy  project  was  established  thor¬ 
oughly  during  the  September  22  debate. 
In  recommending  authorization  of 
Dickey-Lincoln,  the  conference  repoi-t 
relies  on  the  report  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps  of  En¬ 
gineers  dated  August  1964  and  which  is 
a  supplement  to  the  1963  report  on  the 
Passamaquoddy  project. 

I  have  read  that  supplemental  report 
with  great  care  and  find  that  far  from 
resolving  any  disci’epancies,  it  creates 
new  ones.  For  example,  on  page  4  of  the 
August  1964  report,  the  estimated  cost  of 
a  privately  developed  steam-generating 
alternative  to  Dickey-Lincoln  is  given  as 
$23.50  per  kilowatt-year.  In  fact,  this 
is  about  double  what  it  ought  to  be.  In 
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my  State  of  New  Hampshire,  Public 
Service  Co.  has  signed  a  contract  for  a 
350,000-kilowatt  installation  at  Bow  for 
a  cost  of  $12.34  a  kilowatt-year.  The 
figure  used  by  the  Government  report 
would  have  been  accurate  10  years  ago 
but  costs  are  coming  down,  largely  be¬ 
cause  it  is  cheaper  to  build  large  installa¬ 
tions  such  as  the  project  at  Bow.  Thus, 
the  Government’s  effort  to  contrast  the 
public  versus  private  building  costs  is 
way  off  base.  This  particular  figure  is  a 
key  one  to  the  Government’s  case  but  it 
is  wrong  and  is  just  one  more  reason  for 
undertaking  a  thorough  study  of  the 
situation  before  committing  the  country 
to  this  $300  million  project. 

Another  fallacy  or  erroneous  assump¬ 
tion  in  the  report  is  pointed  out  in  a 
letter,  which  is  included  in  the  report, 
from  former  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
Dillon.  He  notes  that  the  Government 
has  assumed  interest  charges  at  the  rate 
of  3Vs  percent  per  annum  when,  Mr.  Dil¬ 
lon  wrote: 

In  this  Department’s  Judgment,  the  in¬ 
terest  rate  most  appropriate  for  both  cost- 
benefit  analysis  and  the  determination  of 
reimbursement  and  cost  sharing  arrange¬ 
ments  should  reflect  the  Government’s  cur¬ 
rent  borrowing  costs  and,  therefore,  should 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  current  mar¬ 
ket  yields  on  outstanding  long-term  Treas¬ 
ury  obligations.  At  the  present  time,  the 
market  yield  on  long-term  obligations  is 
close  to  414  percent. 

He  finds,  also,  that: 

In  view  of  past  experience,  that  the  costs, 
in  particular,  may  be  seriously  underesti¬ 
mated. 

In  sum,  if  this  House  approves  this 
project,  it  will  be  doing  a  very  careless 
thing.  It  would  be  committing  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  expenditures  of  upward  of 
$300  million  on  a  project  which  is  more 
than  90  percent  for  electric  power  pro¬ 
duction  but  where  there  has  been  no 
proper  analysis  of  the  potential  market 
for  power  in  New  England;  where  there 
has  been  no  accurate  consideration  of 
alternative  means  for  meeting  the  fu¬ 
ture  power  needs  of  the  region;  and 
where  there  appears  to  be  no  sound  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  actual  costs. 

In  contrast,  it  is  known  that  private, 
taxpaying  companies  with  plans  to  meet 
the  power  needs  of  New  England  in  the 
future  can  produce  the  same  power  at  no 
expense  to  the  Government  and  for  a  cost 
of  only  $71  million. 

In  my  earnest  opinion,  it  would  be  ir¬ 
responsible  and  profligate  to  abandon  the 
position  we  took  not  so  many  days  ago  in 
this  House  and  accede  to  granting  au¬ 
thority  for  this  project  without  first  con¬ 
ducting  a  thorough  study. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  he  was  un¬ 
able  to  obtain  time  from  his  own  side, 
I  am  pleased  to  yield  the  remainder  of 
my  time  to  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Massachusetts,  my  colleague  [Mr. 
O’Neill], 

(Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  all  the  years  that  I  have  been 
a  Member  of  the  Congress  I  have  al¬ 
ways  been  a  public  power  man.  I  have 
been  one  who  believes  that  we  need  pub¬ 


lic  power  when  you  cannot  provide  pri¬ 
vate  power.  I  have  been  one  who,  when 
the  people  of  an  area  and  the  Congress¬ 
men  from  an  area  want  public  power,  I 
have  supported  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  from  the  New  England 
area  there  are  25  Congressmen.  Twenty 
of  them  voted  against  this  project.  Why 
should  yom  try  to  stick  it  down  our 
throats?  We  are  not  trying  to  stick  any¬ 
thing  down  your  throats  in  Oklahoma. 
We  are  not  trying  to  stick  anything 
down  the  throats  of  you  who  come 
from  Alabama.  We  are  not  trying  to 
stick  anything  down  the  throats  of  you 
Members  from  Texas.  This  is  a  project, 
and  we  all  realize  what  it  is  all  about — 
this  will  cost  $303  million  including  the 
transmission  lines — that  is  what  it  is 
going  to  cost — $303  million. 

What  will  you  be  giving  us  in  this  proj¬ 
ect?  You  will  be  giving  us  a  project  by 
which  we  will  be  turning  back  the  clock 
and  going  back  to  the  days  of  the  horse 
and  buggy  and  the  days  of  the  high 
button  shoes.  This  is  an  antiquated  hy¬ 
droelectric  powerplant. 

How  much  power  is  this  proposed  proj  - 
ect  going  to  produce?  It  will  produce 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  power  that  is 
used  in  New  England  in  the  present  time. 
As  the  population  of  the  New  England 
area  increases,  it  is  going  to  be  even 
worse.  This  is  one  of  the  worst  projects 
that  I  have  ever  seen  in  my  life.  We 
from  New  England,  20  out  of  the  25 
Members  from  New  England,  have  asked 
you  not  to  give  us  this  project. 

Now  what  happened  on  this?  You 
went  to  conference  on  this  bill.  What 
happened  in  the  conference?  I  have 
been  in  public  life  for  30  years  and  any 
time  there  has  been  a  rollcall  vote  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  that  was  taken  to 
determine  what  the  will  of  the  Congress 
was,  the  conferees  went  into  the  con¬ 
ference  and  upheld  the  will  of  the  Con¬ 
gress.  I  can  remember  when  we  passed 
a  bill  here  having  to  do  with  stockpiling 
of  certain  materials.  The  bill  went  to 
conference.  Senator  Hayden  said,  “Why 
the  Senate  by  a  rollcall  vote  voted 
against  this  and  I  will  not  even  bring  the 
matter  up.”  That  is  what  the  chairman 
of  our  committee  and  the  members  of 
the  conference  committee  should  have 
done. 

If  you  give  us  this  project,  you  will  be 
selling  out  20  Members  of  the  Congress 
from  New  England.  We  do  not  want 
this  project.  We  know  our  area  better 
than  you  from  Alabama  and  better  than 
you  from  Oklahoma.  We  are  well  on 
the  road  of  getting  cheap  electricity  in 
our  area.  I  have  heard  so  many  bleed¬ 
ing  hearts  talk  about  New  England  and 
our  problems.  Hight  power  costs  have 
not  been  the  cause  of  our  problems  in 
our  area  because  I  think  the  power  in 
our  area  is  not  too  much  higher  than 
the  power  out  in  the  Midwest.  There  are 
four  hundred  reasons  why  industry 
has  left  New  England — transportation, 
cheap  labor,  antiquated  buildings,  near¬ 
ness  to  the  market,  and  all  kinds  of  rea¬ 
sons.  But  New  England,  because  of  its 
technical  knowledge,  its  universities  and 
colleges,  is  doing  well.  There  is  no  cheap 
power  here  for  Massachusetts.  This  is 


a  waste  of  the  taxpayers’  money.  I  hope 
the  conference  report  is  defeated. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CLEVELAND.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree 
with  what  the  gentleman  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  has  been  saying.  Let  me  also 
say  that  the  gentleman  has  pointed  out 
that  the  House  conferees  caved  in.  The 
conference  caved  in  on  this  particular 
project.  Why?  Simply  because  the  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  conferees  were  in  favor 
of  the  Dickey-Lincoln  project  and,  no 
doubt,  were  delighted  and  anxious  to 
yield  to  the  other  body. 

But  worse  still,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  am 
not  concerned  too  much  about  the  House 
conferees  yielding  on  this  project — I  am 
more  concerned  about  the  fact  that  we 
lost  the  papers  and  conveniently  enough 
to  the  Senate.  This  has  not  been  done — 
and  I  do  not  recall  that  it  has  ever  been 
done  at  any  time  while  I  have  been  a 
Member  of  this  House  of  Representatives. 
This  action,  of  course,  makes  it  impossi¬ 
ble  for  the  House  to  vote  on  the  Dickey- 
Lincoln  project.  All  that  is  left  to  us  is 
to  vote  the  conference  report  up  or  down. 

I  serve  on  the  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  for  Public  Works.  Look  at  my 
record.  I  have  voted  for  public  power 
all  over  this  country.  I  voted  for  the 
great  dams  of  the  Northwest  and  the 
Southwest.  I  have  voted  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  and  navigation  projects  all  over  this 
country.  I  have  consistently  supported 
the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority.  So  I 
am  concerned  about  what  we  have  done 
here.  I  think  we  should  rightfully  be 
concerned.  Those  who  support  this 
project  should  have  been  satisfied  with 
the  study  proposed  by  the  action  of  the 
House.  There  has  never  been  a  study  of 
Dickey-Lincoln  on  its  own  merits.  We 
ought  to  follow  the  will  of  this  House  and 
stick  by  its  position  for  a  study  and  re¬ 
port  back  to  Congress  by  next  March. 
I  have  said  to  those  who  are  interested 
in  this  project,  if  the  report  is  favorable 
and  if  it  is  economically  feasible,  I  will 
vote  for  it  and  I  will  support  it  and  de¬ 
fend  it  on  this  floor.  That  is  exactly 
what  I  have  been  doing  with  all  of  the 
public  works  projects  as  provided  for  in 
appropriation  bills  for  some  11  years.  I 
intend  to  keep  on  doing  so.  But  I  do  not 
intend  to  support  this  project  at  this 
time.  Do  you  know  what  else  happened 
yesterday? 

Do  you  know  what  happened  yesterday 
in  the  supplemental?  The  Senate  has 
already  put  in  $1,850,000  for  this  project. 
The  supplemental  bill  is  now  being  con¬ 
sidered  on  the  Senate  floor.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  in  the  Senate  with  the 
$1,850,000  intact  for  planning  Dickey- 
Lincoln.  Our  Subcommittee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  on  Public  Works  has  not  even 
seen  the  thing,  and  we  will  not  get  a 
chance  to  consider  it  at  the  rate  we  are 
going. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  made  a 
great  speech,  but  you  can  bet  your  bot¬ 
tom  dollar  that  if  we  vote  down  this  con¬ 
ference  report,  there  will  be  another  con¬ 
ference.  And  there  ought  to  be. 
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Let  us  make  this  project  stand  on  its 
own  two  feet.  Sometime  ago  I  said  I 
would  not  get  in  a  debate  on  this  matter, 
but  the  way  this  matter  has  been  han¬ 
dled  by  this  committee,  or  by  some  of 
the  Members,  forces  me  to  take  this  posi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  illusions  about 
the  fate  of  this  conference  report.  There 
are  many,  many  worthwhile  projects  in 
this  bill  affecting  a  great  number  of  the 
Members  of  the  House.  I  can  readily  un¬ 
derstand  their  reluctance  at  this  late 
date — the  waning  days  of  this  session — 
to  vote  against  this  report  and  hence, 
vote  against  themselves.  And  this  is  par¬ 
ticularly  so  in  the  face  of  the  remarks 
of  the  distinguished  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  Mi'.  Wright,  that  the  some  200- 
odd  Members  with  projects  in  the  bill  will 
be  in  the  untenable  position  of  losing  the 
whole  bill  because  of  the  disagreement 
on  only  the  Dickey-Lincoln  project. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Macdonald]  . 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones].  I 
shall  not  take  5  minutes. 

I  hate  to  be  in  dispute  with  other 
Members  from  my  native  State  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  and  perhaps  in  dispute  with 
some  other  members  from  New  England. 
But  I  think  what  they  say  about  the  fact 
that  this  matter  has  not  been  studied  and 
and  has  not  been  evaluated  by  the  Corps 
of  Army  Engineers  and  by  the  other  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  in  charge  of  checking  out 
whether  this  would  be  a  good  project  or 
not  happens  to  be  in  error.  Actually  this 
study,  in  my  memory,  started  back  in 
1960.  There  was  a  study  made  under  the 
request,  I  should  say,  of  our  late  Presi¬ 
dent  Kennedy,  who  thought  that  this 
propject  would  be  a  very  good  one.  I 
think  the  fact  that  it  is  now  being  con¬ 
fused  with  the  study  made  about  Passa- 
maquoddy  must  be  in  error. 

I  know  that  no  one  would  do  that  on 
purpose.  There  were  separate  studies 
made  of  the  Dickey  project  and  of  the 
Quoddy  project.  I  am  sure  the  Members 
from  Massachusetts  and  other  Members 
from  New  England  who  have  spoken 
must  not  be  speaking  for  the  consumers 
of  public  utility  power  in  Massachusetts 
and  rest  of  New  England,  because  it  is 
clear  beyond  any  doubt  that  we  in  New 
England,  especially  we  in  Massachusetts, 
have  the  highest  rates  charged  to  any 
consuming  public  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  will  yield  in  a 
second. 

Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts.  Will 
the  gentleman  tell  the  House  how  this 
bill  would  help  Massachusetts  rates  any? 
Your  home  is  400  miles  from  where  this 
project  is. 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  will  yield  to  the 
gentleman  when  I  have  time.  He  knows 
that  what  I  am  saying  is  correct.  I  am 
the  first  to- say  that  Maine  will  be  the 
primary  beneficiary  of  this  project  when 
it  is  passed.  But  also  in  Massachusetts, 
including  Greater  Boston  and  in  the 
other  congressional  districts  from  which 
other  people  have  testified,  it  has  been 
demonstrated  that  during  the  peak  power 


period  time,  during  the  time  that  power 
is  most  used,  which  is  from  4  o’clock  in 
the  afternoon  to,  perhaps,  8  o’clock  at 
night,  when  this  project  is  completed, 
the  people  of  Greater  Boston  will  get 
lower  rates  for  the  power  that  they  are 
now  receiving  from  private  utilities. 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  private  power. 
They  have  done  a  good  job.  In  fact,  they 
are  so  bright  that  it  is  my  understanding 
they  are  now  buying  public  power  that 
is  generated  on  the  Canadian  side  of  the 
border. 

They  are  buying  public  power  which 
is  being  generated,  and  selling  it  to  the 
people  of  New  England  at  private  power 
rates.  It  is  sold  to  the  people  of  New 
England  at  the  rates  established  by  a 
quasi-judicial  group  which  is  very  hand¬ 
ily  controlled  from  the  statehouse  in  Bos¬ 
ton,  the  Public  Utilities  Commission.  I 
cannot  see  any  possible  reason  why  any¬ 
body  from  the  New  England  States  would 
object  to  helping  another  New  England 
State. 

I  agree  that  this  project  will  help  pri¬ 
marily  Maine.  I  ask  anybody  from  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  what  is  wrong 
with  helping  a  neighbor,  when  we  have 
been  consistently  voting  to  help  Wyo¬ 
ming,  California,  Nevada,  Hawaii,  and  all 
the  other  States  of  the  United  States? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  The  gentleman  asked 
a  question.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  We  are  helping  all 
the  States  of  the  United  States.  What  is 
wrong  with  helping  a  neighbor,  when  the 
spinoff  is  going  to  help  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Massachusetts? 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  so  that  I  can  answer  the  question? 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  understand  that 
the  people  here  who  are  talking  against 
this  bill  also  represent  the  people  who 
would  be  benefited  by  lower  rates. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  so  that  I  can  answer  the  question? 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  will  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man  why.  You  cannot  point  to  another 
project  like  this,  where  we  have  helped 
other  States,  that  has  had  such  unre¬ 
liable  information  that  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  by  the  supporters  and  opposers. 
Despite  what  has  been  said,  this  project 
has  not  been  studied  on  its  own.  It  has 
been  tied  into  the  complex  of  the  much 
talked  about  and  controversial  Passama- 
quoddy  tidal  power  project.  Projects 
that  we  voted  on  for  other  areas,  in  the 
majority  of  cases  have  had  substantial 
flood  control  and  navigation  benefits. 
The  record  clearly  shows  and  the  figures 
prove  that  there  is  little  flood  control  and 
no  navigation  benefits  connected  with 
Dickey-Lincoln  School. 

You  cannot  point  to  another  such  proj¬ 
ect  that  is  as  costly  as  this,  has  had  more 
conflicting  and  chaotic  testimony  and 
that  has  been  studied  so  little  that  has 
been  approved,  at  least  in  my  service 
here,  by  the  House. 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  will  say  to  the 
gentleman - 

Mr.  BOLAND.  I  am  giving  you  the 
answer. 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  no  further. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  de¬ 
clines  to  yield  further. 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  that  he  cannot  point  out  to 
me  another  State  in  the  United  States 
which  has  a  higher  rate  for  its  public 
utilities  than  the  State  of  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  MACDONALD.  I  promised  to  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  O’Neill]  and  I  will  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  O’NEILL  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Boland], 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Massachusetts  has  declined  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Boland]  . 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma? 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Mac¬ 
donald]  has  expired. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
your  conferees  bring  back  to  this  body 
today  what  we  consider  to  be  an  excel¬ 
lent  conference  report  on  the  River  and 
Harbor  and  Flood  Control  Act  of  1965, 
S.  2300. 

What  this  body  has  before  it  today  em¬ 
bodies  in  one  form  or  another  the  legis¬ 
lation  that  was  reported  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  which 
passed  this  body  a  short  time  ago.  The 
modifications  agreed  to  by  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  House  are  ones  that 
the  House  conferees  believe  in  the  long 
run  would  be  helpful  to  the  individual 
projects  that  were  affected  thereby. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  a  most  worthy  project  in  its  en¬ 
tirety  rather  than  wait  for  a  further 
study  as  originally  intended  by  this  body 
when  it  restored  the  authorization  for  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  project  on  the  St.  John’s 
River.  Minor  modifications  were  made 
in  the  overall  authorization  for  flood  con¬ 
trol  improvements  on  the  Lower  Missis¬ 
sippi  River  Basin.  A  provision  relating 
to  use  of  funds  for  the  establishment  of 
a  National  Wildlife  Refuge  on  the  Wau- 
rike  project  in  Oklahoma  was  deleted  by 
the  conferees.  A  further  study  of  proj¬ 
ects  already  deleted  from  the  bill  cover¬ 
ing  Grand  River  and  tributaries,  Mis¬ 
souri  and  Iowa,  is  authorized  by  the  con¬ 
ferees. 

Several  modifications  in  existing  proj¬ 
ects  such  as  the  San  Diego  River  Basin, 
the  Minnesota  River  at  Mankato,  Minn  , 
dealing  with  reimbursement  for  local  in¬ 
terests  for  work  performed  or  to  be  per¬ 
formed  were  worked  out  by  the  conferees. 
In  addition  we  believe  this  conference 
report  brings  a  most  satisfactory  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  problem  of  the  Burns  Water¬ 
way  Harbor  project  in  Indiana  while  at 
the  same  time  taking  due  recognition  of 
the  importance  of  a  project  for  the  In¬ 
diana  Dimes  National  Lakeshore. 

There  are  in  addition  several  minor 
changes  made  in  the  legislation  as  it 
passed  this  body  originally.  This  is  a 
good  conference  report  and  one  that  I 
trust  this  body  will  accept.  The  disas¬ 
trous  floods  and  hurricanes  of  the  last 
year  have  indicated  quite  clearly  the 
pressing  need  for  legislation  such  as  that 
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we  are  considering  today.  These  projects 
that  are  authorized  in  this  legislation 
will  prove  their  value  many  times  over 
as  has  already  been  shown  by  those 
which  have  been  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress,  constructed  and  provided  emer¬ 
gency  protection  in  property  and  human 
lives  through  the  years. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  HATHAWAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  first 
I  would  like  to  reiterate  some  of  the 
merits  of  the  Dickey  project.  Although 
many  of  these  points  have  been  made 
before  when  the  omnibus  rivers  and  har¬ 
bors  bill  was  debated  in  the  House  a  few 
weeks  ago.  • 

History  has  shown  that  Federal  hydro¬ 
electric  plants  bringing  low-cost  elec¬ 
tricity  into  an  area  have  stimulated  the 
demand  for  power  from  fossil  fuel  gen¬ 
erating  plants,  this  is,  plants  using  coal, 
oil,  or  gas,  so  that  the  demand  for  such 
fuel  is  enhanced. 

The  project  was  thoroughly  reviewed 
by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  which 
gave  the  project  a  green  light  only  after 
making  the  finding  that  there  was  no 
better  alternate. 

All  computations  were  made  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Senate  Document  No.  97. 
Computation  for  the  marketing  of  the 
power  included  load  factor,  capacity, 
and  energy  and  repayment  within  50 
years  which  included  both  the  cost  of 
the  project — $227  million — plus  the 
transmission  line — $73  million.  All  fig¬ 
ures  were  studied  and  approved  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission. 

The  project  has  the  support  of  the 
appropriate  executive  agencies,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior,  and  the  Corps  of 
Engineers.  Furthermore,  the  project 
has  the  personal  endorsement  of  the 
President. 

Power  costs  in  New  England  are  the 
highest  of  any  region  in  the  country; 
there  is  no  public  power  yardstick  in  any 
of  the  six  New  England  States. 

The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project 
would  be  located  in  an  economically  de¬ 
pressed  area  where,  for  example,  33  per¬ 
cent  of  the  families  have  incomes  of  less 
than  $3,000  per  year;  48.6  percent  of  the 
population  is  over  65  or  under  15  years 
of  age.  This  is  an  area  where  wholesale 
rates  for  electric  energy  average  three 
times  what  Dickey-Lincoln  School  rates 
delivered  would  be. 

Furthermore,  and  this  point  is  ex¬ 
tremely  significant,  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  has  a  benefit-cost  ratio 
of  1.86  to  1.  The  huge  Colorado  River 
storage  pi'oject,  authorized  April  11, 
1956,  had  a  ratio  of  only  1.3  to  1.  The 
Fryingpan -Arkansas  project,  passed  by 
a  voice  vote  in  August  1962,  had  a  ratio 
of  1.65  to  1. 

The  1962  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
and  flood  control  bill,  as  passed  by  voice 
vote,  included  13  multipurpose  projects 
with  power.  Only  three  had  better 
benefits-to-cost  ratios  than  Dickey- 
Lincoln  School;  10  had  lesser  benefits. 

In  the  report  now  under  consideration 
it  is  striking  to  note  that  of  133  projects 
for  which  a  benefit  cost  ratio  is  given 
72  have  benefit-cost  ratios  below  1.86. 


Fifty-four  percent  of  the  projects  in  this 
report  have  benefit-to-cost  ratios  which 
are  less  than  the  Dickey  project.  Shall 
we  draw  the  line  at  1.86  and  throw  out 
all  projects  at  that  line  or  below  thereby 
eliminating  over  half  the  projects  in  the 
bill? 

In  1953,  the  New  England  and  New 
York  Interagency  Committee  took  note 
of  the  upper  St.  John  River  and  two  pos¬ 
sible  sites  for  development  were  studied — 
Rankin  Rapids  and  Big  Rapids-Lincoln 
School.  They  submitted  a  report  in  1955. 
In  1956  the  Corps  of  Engineers  undertook 
a  study  of  the  Passamaquoddy  project 
and  looked  over  several  separate  sites 
which  would  be  desirable  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  upper  St.  John  River  as  a 
supplement  to  the  Passamaquoddy  proj¬ 
ect.  The  two  sites  chosen  for  further 
study  were  Rankin  Rapids  and  Big 
Rapids-Lincoln  School.  There  was  at 
that  time  an  engineering  analysis  of  both 
sites.  In  1959,  the  International  Engi¬ 
neering  Board  filed  a  report  with  the  In¬ 
ternational  Joint  Commission,  recom¬ 
mending  Rankin  Rapids.  However,  in 
1961  at  the  request  of  President  Ken¬ 
nedy,  the  department  of  the  Interior 
undertook  a  study  of  the  upper  St.  John, 
including  Big  Rapids-Lincoln  School  and 
Rankin  Rapids,  and  the  alternate  to  Big 
Rapids,  which  was  Dickey-Lincoln  School 
was  decided  on.  At  that  time  an  inde¬ 
pendent  engineering  and  economic  anal¬ 
ysis  was  made  on  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
River  project  which  offers  more  storage 
and  saves  the  Allagash.  The  economic 
benefits  and  feasibility  studies  were  made 
separately  for  Dickey-Lincoln  School  and 
Passamaquoddy.  These  studies  were 
completed  in  1963  and  submitted  to  the 
President.  There  was  a  subsequent  anal¬ 
ysis  between  1963  and  1964  and  this  re¬ 
port  was  concurred  in  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  submitted  to  the  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee.  The  final 
stage  came  last  winter  and  this  spring 
when  the  Department  of  the  Interior  re¬ 
evaluated  Dickey-Lincoln  as  a  separate 
project  and  separated  it  completely  from 
Passamaquoddy. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  even 
though  the  studies  the  Dickey-Lincoln 
School  project  was  combined  with  the 
other  projects.  The  engineering,  bene¬ 
fit-cost  and  power  generation  studies 
were  always  made  separately.  The  last 
analysis  simply  took  all  the  background 
information  and  refigured  the  cost  and 
benefits  with  the  new  factors  involved 
and  came  up  with  the  final  benefit-cost 
ratio.  Nothing  more  can  be  learned  by 
further  study. 

The  Corps  of  Engineers  are  satisfied 
that  there  has  been  enough  study  The 
Department  of  the  Interior  is  satified 
that  there  has  been  enough  study.  The 
U.S.  Senate  is  satisfied  that  there  has 
been  enough  study  and  President  John¬ 
son  is  satified  that  there  has  been 
enough  study. 

So  much  for  the  merits  of  the  project. 
The  real  issue  today  is  whether  the  man¬ 
agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  have 
worked  out  with  the  Senate  managers 
an  acceptable  compromise.  We  must 
realize  that  compromise  plays  a  para¬ 
mount  role  in  legislation.  Provisions  in 
our  Constitution  as  well  as  in  our  most 
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significant  laws  have  come  about  as  the 
result  of  compromise.  Obviously  legis¬ 
lation  coming  from  a  legislative  branch 
of  government  composed  of  two  separate 
bodies  must  be  the  result,  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  of  a  give-and-take  process.  Nei¬ 
ther  this  body  nor  the  other  body  can 
dominate  the  legislative  scene.  During 
this  session  so  far  46  bills  have  gone 
through  conference  and  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  by  the  President.  Cer¬ 
tainly  these  46  conference  reports  were 
not  wholly  in  accordance  with  the  desire 
of  all  the  Members  of  this  body  nor  of 
the  other  body  but  they  reflected  final 
judgment  of  the  agents  of  both  Houses 
working  together  to  bring  about  a  ra¬ 
tional  settlement  of  their  differences. 

Conference  is  the  instrument  for  final 
compromise  between,  the  House  and  the 
Senate,  and  we  should  respect  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  conferees.  Without  such 
compromise  we  would  not  have  passed 
the  excise  tax. cuts,  we  would  not  have 
had  the  Medicare  Act.  In  that  act  the 
conferees  had  to  reach  agreement  on  513 
differences  between  the  House  and  the 
Senate  versions.  Conference  reports 
have  been  accepted  by  the  House,  be¬ 
cause  we  realize  that  not  to  accept  a  ra¬ 
tional  compromise  might  mean  having 
no  legislation  at  all. 

The  same  is  true  with  respect  to  the 
compromise  now  before  the  House.  Init¬ 
ially,  according  to  figures  obtained  from 
the  public  works  committee  staff,  the 
Senate  public  works  bill  contained  113 
projects.  The  House  bill  contained  144 
projects  which  included  the  113  of  the 
Senate  and  in  addition  the  House  bill 
contained  the  northeastern  U.S.  water- 
supply  provision  and  a  flood  control  pro¬ 
vision  neither  of  which  were  contained 
in  the  Senate  bill.  The  compromise,  the 
conference  report,  which  contains  142 
projects  plus  the  water-supply  provision 
and  the  flood-control  provision  shows 
that  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
were  able  to  persuade  the  representatives 
from  the  other  body  to  accept  28  of  the 
31  projects  that  were  in  our  bill  and  not 
in  the  Senate  bill,  to  accept  title  I,  the 
northeastern  U.S.  water  supply  provi¬ 
sion  and  to  accept  the  flood  control  pro¬ 
vision  in  exchange  for  losing  only  two 
projects,  two  bridge  commission  exten¬ 
sions  and  accepting  one  project,  the 
Dickey-Lincoln  School  project  hydroelec¬ 
tric  dam,  which  had  not  been  rejected  by 
the  House  but  had  simply  been  post¬ 
poned  for  future  study.  So  that  Senate 
managers  in  addition  to  the  water  supply 
and  flood  control  provision  accepted  28 
projects  which  the  Senate  had  not  even 
considered  and  asked  us  only  to  accept 
one  project  about  which  we  had  mani¬ 
fested  some  hesitancy.  Under  such  con¬ 
ditions,  how  could  we  in  good  conscience 
reject  this  entire  report  and  ask  for  a 
new  conference?  We  would  be  saying 
in  effect  that  we  have  90  percent  of  the 
hog  but  we  want  the  whole  hog  or  noth¬ 
ing  at  all,  and  I  am  sure  the  answer  from 
the  other  body  would  be  “nothing  at  all.” 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
should  be  commended  for  the  excellent 
compromise  they  have  been  able  to  ob¬ 
tain  and  we  should  support  them  by  vot¬ 
ing  to  accept  the  conference  report. 
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Mr.  TUPPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
has  been  extended  discussion  of  the 
Dickey  project  but  since  others  have 
held  themselves  out  as  experts  on  power 
needs,  in  the  State  of  Maine,  I  ask  your 
indulgence  to  again  remind  the  House 
that  this  hydroelectric  project  is  desper¬ 
ately  needed  by  my  State.  There  has 
been  a  lot  of  sound  and  fury  but  the  facts 
are  that  our  people  are  paying  20  per¬ 
cent  more  than  the  average  paid  by  elec¬ 
tricity  users  throughout  the  Nation,  and 
as  much  as  300  percent  more  than  that 
paid  in  some  areas. 

For  example,  in  Augusta,  Maine,  a 
family  paying  $15.70  for  a  months’s  elec¬ 
tricity  would  pay  $6.10  if  living  in  Clarks¬ 
ville,  Tenn.,  a  city  of  similar  size.  In 
Rockland,  Maine,  a  family  paying  $15.70 
for  a  month’s  electric  power  would  pay 
$5.50  if  living  in  Hopkinsville,  Ky.  A 
family  in  Greater  Portland  paying  this 
same  amount  of  $15.70  would  pay  $7.46 
in  Tacoma,  Wash. 

We  cannot  expect  to  get  sufficient  in¬ 
dustries  to  come  to  our  State  to  provide 
jobs  for  our  people  with  exhorbitantly 
high  power  rates. 

Maine  private  power  companies  have 
had  many  years  to  lower  rates  in  a  mean¬ 
ingful  way  and  have  offered  only  prom¬ 
ises  and  token  reductions  when  pressed. 

Opponents  have  argued  that  thermal 
power  will  be  cheaper — but  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  has  stated,  and  I 
quote:  “The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  proj¬ 
ect  which  is  being  recommended  will  pro¬ 
duce  lower  cost  power  than  a  nuclear 
alternative.” 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  ap¬ 
proves  construction  of  this  project,  as 
well  as  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  Cer¬ 
tainly  the  expert  advice  of  these  Federal 
agencies  can  be  relied  upon.  President 
Johnson  and  every  New  England  Gov¬ 
ernor  has  endorsed  this  project — cer¬ 
tainly  these  endorsements  were  not 
lightly  given. 

I  think  it  is  appropriate  to  remind 
those  in  the  Appalachian  region  that 
Maine  Representatives  supported  de¬ 
velopment  of  their  area. 

This  project  will  not  mean  that  less 
coal  will  be  sold  to  Maine — none  is  now 
being  used  in  Maine  for  development  of 
electricity.  On  the  contrary,  if  the  proj¬ 
ect  is  built,  it  will  increase  use  of  coal 
through  greater  industrial  growth. 

And  may  I  remind  my  fellow  Repub¬ 
licans  that  if  our  party  is  to  present  it¬ 
self  as  the  party  of  all  the  people,  we 
must  show  that  we  care  for  all  the  peo¬ 
ple.  Republicans  recognize  that  where 
private  initiative  has  abjectly  failed  in 
a  given  area,  there  is  nothing  wrong  in 
asking  for  a  helping  hand  from  our  Fed¬ 
eral  Government. 

And  finally  to  my  fellow  New  England¬ 
ers,  may  I  remind  them  of  the  countless 
times  Representatives  from  the  State  of 
Maine  have  cast  their  votes  to  help  other 
New  England  States. 

I  ask  all  colleagues  today  to  help  us 
in  Maine  in  our  aspirations  for  a  more 
equal  share  in  the  Nation’s  prosperity. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  most 
significant  provision  in  the  conference 
report  on  the  rivers  and  harbors  bill 


now  before  this  body  contains  the  where¬ 
withal  to  save  one  of  our  Nation’s  most 
valuable  natural  resources,  the  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay. 

The  bill  would  authorize  a  thorough 
study  of  the  entire  bay  basin,  and  the 
construction  of  a  hydraulic  model  and 
associated  technical  center  to  serve  as 
factual  clearinghouse  to  dear  with  such 
problems  as  pollution,  erosion  and  salin¬ 
ization  which  currently  threaten  this 
overburdened  national  asset. 

Consideration  of  this  legislation  is  the 
culmination  of  many  months  of  research, 
of  proposing,  and  of  prodding  since  I  first 
suggested  the  feasibility  of  this  project  in 
the  early  days  of  the  88th  Congress  in 
1963.  At  that  time,  I  became  convinced 
that  only  by  an  all-out  assault  on  the 
environmental  factors  that  jeopardize 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  could  we  save  this 
productive  waterway. 

All  along  the  way,  evidence  mounted 
to  support  my  suggestion.  First  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  agreed  that  a  com¬ 
plete  study  of  the  bay  and  its  tributaries 
was  in  order.  A  visit  to  the  operating 
model  of  San  Francisco  at  Sausolito, 
Calif.,  confirmed  the  view  that  such  a 
scale  reproduction  would  offer  new  and 
valuable  insights  into  bay  problems  and 
would  save  untold  millions  of  dollars  in 
the  process. 

On  February  19,  1965,  with  all  of  the 
information  of  2  years  of  study  at  my 
disposal,  I  met  with  Gov.  J.  Millard 
Tawes  of  Maryland  and  with  the  top 
officials  of  the  State  agencies  dealing 
with  Chesapeake  Bay  matters.  Their 
enthusiasm  and  support  for  a  Bay  study, 
and  construction  of  a  model  and  tech¬ 
nical  center  were  unanimous.  The  very 
next  day,  I  met  with  members  of  the 
Maryland  and  Virginia  delegations  and 
submitted  legislative  drafts  embodying 
the  language  and  basic  details  of  the 
Chesapeake  Bay  proposals  now  contained 
in  the  rivers  and  harbors  bill.  It  has 
been  a  long,  hard  campaign,  with  new 
allies  and  fresh  troops  joining  the  fight 
at  every  turn.  But  the  battle,  while 
joined,  is  not  yet  won.  The  carefully 
prepared  and  widely  sponsored  legisla¬ 
tion  before  us,  dealing  with  the  Chesa¬ 
peake  Bay  is,  I  believe,  the  last,  best  hope 
for  this  much  misused  and  irreplaceable 
resource. 

Every  day,  pollution  of  the  Chesapeake 
Bay  and  its  tributaries'  by  an  industrial¬ 
ized  civilization  is  on  the  increase. 
Every  day  the  recreational  demands  of  a 
multiplying  population  are  on  the  in¬ 
crease.  Every  day  salinization  and  other 
phenomena  take  their  toll  of  a  weakened 
fishery.  Every  day  acres  of  beautiful 
and  valuable  shoreline  disappear  beneath 
the  water.  Every  day  the  burdens  of 
men  and  nature  increase  while  the  resist¬ 
ance  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  declines. 

For  years,  dedicated  and  able  Federal, 
State,  and  local  agencies  have  studied 
and  attacked  these  exploding  problems, 
but  their  individual  and  combined  efforts 
have  been  unable  to  stem  the  tide.  Now 
we  have  the  chance  to  throw  the  full 
weight  of  science  and  technology  into  the 
fray  in  a  last  ditch  coordinated  assault. 

Mr.  CABELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  conference  report  and 


in  commendation  of  the  House  conferees 
for  maintaining  the  position  of  the  House 
so  successfully. 

The  detractors  of  this  report  have  used 
every  argument  that  has  ever  been  used 
against  every  public  works  bill  ever  in¬ 
troduced.  If  their  views  had  prevailed 
over  the  years,  then  the  progress  of  the 
Nation  would  have  been  fixed  at  1860 
levels. 

There  would  have  been  no  controlling 
of  the  Mississippi  River.  No  Intercoastal 
Canal  and  our  vast  system  of  inland 
waterways.  No  development  of  the  Mis¬ 
souri,  no  Erie  Canal,  and  the  hundreds 
of  other  programs  that  have  meant  so 
much  to  us. 

The  bill  before  you  now  is  a  continua¬ 
tion  of  this  necessary  progress  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  national  water  re¬ 
sources. 

This  bill  has  received  months  and  even 
years  of  study.  It  has  selected  those 
that  are  most  vital  to  the  Nation  as  a 
whole  and  with  an  eye  ever  out  to  in¬ 
sure  that  only  those  needed  and  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible  were  included. 

This  bill  represents  another  great  mile¬ 
stone  in  our  Nation’s  growth. 

I  sincerely  urge  your  enthusiastic  sup¬ 
port  of  the  bill  before  you. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret 
most  exceedingly  that  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  House  were  forced  be¬ 
cause  of  circumstances  beyond  their  con¬ 
trol  to  delete  two  most  meriterious  pieces 
of  legislation.  Those  sections  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  Muscantine  Bridge  Commis¬ 
sion  in  Iowa  to  construct,  maintain  and 
operate  a  bridge  across  the  Mississippi 
River  at  or  near  the  city  of  Muscatine, 
Iowa,  and  the  town  of  Drury,  Ill.,  and 
another  somewhat  similar  bill  which 
would  revise  and  reenact  previous  legis¬ 
lation  which  had  set  up  the  city  of  Clin¬ 
ton  Bridge  Commission  and  authorized 
said  commission  to  construct,  maintain 
and  operate  a  bridge  or  bridges  across 
the  Mississippi  River  at  or  near  Clinton, 
Iowa,  and  at  or  near  Fulton,  Ill. 

Both  of  these  measures  which  were 
agreed  to  by  the  House  in  S.  2300  as  it 
passed  the  House  had  previously  been 
acted  upon  as  separate  legislation  earlier 
in  the  session  of  Congress,  had  been  re¬ 
ported  out  unanimously  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works,  and  passed  this 
body  by  a  unanimous  vote. 

Full  credit  for  the  action  on  these  two 
important  bridge  commissions  in  Iowa 
belong  to  Congressman  John  R.  Schmid  - 
hatjser,  an  outstanding  freshman  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Congressman  John  C.  Culver, 
of  Iowa.  Congressman  Schmidhauser 
fought  hard  and  vigorously  for  the 
enactment  of  the  Muscatine  Bridge 
Commission  and  his  colleague  from  Iowa, 
Congressman  Culver,  fought  equally  as 
well  for  the  Clinton  Bridge  Commission. 

The  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
House  felt  strongly  about  the  merit  of 
these  two  bills  and  as  a  result  a  firm 
commitment  was  received  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  conferees;  such  a  statement  is 
included  in  the  statement  of  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  on  S.  2300  to 
the  effect  that  early  in  the  next  session 
of  the  Congress  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
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of  the  Senate  would  hold  hearings  on 
this  legislation. 

I  personally  believe  most  strongly  in 
this  legislation  and  I  am  certain  that  in 
the  next  session  of  Congress  through 
the  efforts  of  these  two  able  Congress¬ 
men,  John  R.  Schmidhatjser  and  John 
C.  Culver,  of  Iowa,  that  the  Senate,  after 
full  hearings  are  given  to  these  bills,  will 
approve  them  in  the  proper  form  and 
they  will  become  the  law  of  the  land. 

May  I  close  by  stating  that  the  work 
of  men  such  as  Congressmen  John  R. 
Schmxdhauser  and  Congressman  John 
C.  Culver  has  been  most  effective  in  add¬ 
ing  to  the  great  record  the  Congress  has 
compiled  this  year  in  the  field  of  needed 
legislation  and,  in  the  case  of  my  col¬ 
league,  John  Schmidhauser,  not  only  do 
I  know  his  outstanding  work  as  a  Mem¬ 
ber  on  the  floor  of  the  House  but  I  have 
seen  him  at  close  hand  during  long  and 
arduous  sessions  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  contributing  valiantly  and 
most  ably  to  the  discussion  of  the  very 
heavy  workload  the  committee  carried 
through  so  successfully  this  year. 

I  trust  and  I  am  sure  that  in  the  end 
both  of  these  commissions  will  become 
law  and  when  they  do  the  tribute  be¬ 
longs  to  these  two  fine  Members  from 
Iowa. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap¬ 
peared  to  have  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  221,  nays  139,  answered 
“present”  5,  not  voting  67,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  378] 

YEAS— 221 


Abbitt 

Cohelan 

Ford, 

Adair 

Conyers 

William  D. 

Adums 

Corman 

Fraser 

Addabbo 

Craley 

Friedel 

Albert 

Daniels 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Anderson, 

Davis,  Ga. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Tenn. 

Dawson 

Gallagher 

Annunzio 

de  la  Garza 

Garmatz 

Ashley 

Delaney 

Ga  things 

Baldwin 

Denton 

Gibbons 

Bandstra 

Donohue 

Gilbert 

Barrett 

Dow 

Gilligan 

Beckworth 

Dowdy 

Gonzalez 

Bennett 

Downing 

Gray 

Bingham 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Blatnik 

Dwyer 

Green.  Pa. 

Boggs 

Dyal 

Greigg 

Bonner 

Edmondson 

Grider 

Brademas 

Edwards,  Calif. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Bray 

Edwards,  La. 

Halleck 

Brooks 

Ellsworth 

Halpem 

Brown,  Calif. 

Evans,  Colo. 

Hamilton 

Burton,  Calif. 

Everett 

Hanley 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Evins,  Tenn. 

Hanna 

Cabell 

Fallon 

Hansen,  Idaho 

CaUan 

Farbsteln 

Hansen,  Iowa 

Cameron 

Farnsley 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Carter 

Famum 

Hardy 

Casey 

Fascell 

Harris 

CeUer 

Feighan 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Chelf 

Fogarty 

Hathaway 

Clevenger 

Foley 

Hawkins 

Hechler 

Mize 

Roush 

Helstoski 

Moeller 

Roybal 

Herlong 

Morris 

Ryan 

Hicks 

Morrison 

Satterfield 

Horton 

Moss 

St  Germain 

Howard  1 

Murphy,  HL 

Scheuer 

Hull 

Murray 

Schisler 

Hungate 

Natcher 

Schmidhauser 

Huot 

Nix 

Scott 

Ichord 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Senner 

Jacobs 

O’Hara,  Mich, 

Shipley 

Joelson 

Olson,  Minn. 

Shriver 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Ottinger 

Sickles 

Johnson,  Okla. 

Passman 

Sikes 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Patman 

Skubitz 

Jones,  Ala. 

Patten 

Slack 

Jones,  Mo. 

Pepper 

Smith,  Iowa 

Kars  ten 

Perkins 

Springer 

Karth 

Philbin 

Stafford 

Kee 

Pickle 

Stephens 

Kelly 

Pool 

Stratton 

King,  Calif. 

Powell 

Stubblefield 

King,  Utah 

Price 

Sweeney 

Kluczynski 

Pucinski 

Teague,  Tex. 

Krebs 

PurceU 

Trimble 

Long,  La. 

Randall 

Tupper 

Long,  Md. 

Redlin 

Tuten 

McCarthy 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Udall 

McDowell 

Resnick 

Ullman 

McFaU 

Reuss 

Van  Deerlin 

McGrath 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Vanik 

McVicker 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Waggonner 

Macdonald 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Weltner 

Machen 

Roberts 

White,  Idaho 

Mackie 

Rodino 

White,  Tex. 

Madden 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Willis 

Mahon 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Wilson, 

Matsunaga 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Charles  H. 

Meeds 

Ronan 

Wright 

Miller 

Roncalio 

Yates 

Mills 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Young 

Minish 

Rosenthal 

Zablocki 

Mink 

Rostenkowski 

NAYS — 139 

Abemethy 

Dole 

Mathias 

Anderson,  HI. 

Duncan,  Tenn. 

Michel 

Andrews, 

Erlenborn 

Minshall 

Glenn 

Findley 

Monagan 

Arends 

Fino 

Moore 

Ashbrook 

Fisher 

Moorhead 

Ashmore 

Flood 

Morton 

Ayres 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Nedzi 

Bates 

Fountain 

Nelsen 

Battin 

Gettys 

O’Brien 

Belcher 

Giaimo 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Betts 

Goodeli 

Pelly 

B  land 

Grabowski 

Pirnie 

Bolton 

Griffin 

Poff 

Bow 

Griffiths 

Quillen 

Brock 

Gross 

Race 

Broomfield 

Grover 

Reid,  Hi. 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Gubser 

Reinecke 

Broyhill.  Va. 

Gurney 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Buchanan 

Haley 

St.  Onge 

Burke 

Hall 

Saylor 

Burleson 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Schneebell 

Burton,  Utah 

Hays 

Schweiker 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Henderson 

Secrest 

Cahill 

Hutchinson 

Selden 

Cederberg 

Irwin 

Smith.  Calif. 

Chamberlain 

Jarman 

Smith,  Va. 

Clancy 

Jennings 

Stalbaum 

Clark 

Jonas 

Stanton 

Clawson,  Dei 

Kastenmeiesr 

Steed 

Cleveland 

Keith 

Taylor 

Collier 

King,  N.Y. 

Teague,  Calif. 

Colmer 

Kornegay 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Conable 

Kunkel 

Todd 

Conte 

Laird 

Tuck 

Cooley 

Langen 

Vivian 

Corbett 

Latta 

Walker,  Miss. 

Cramer 

Lipscomb 

Watson 

Cunningham 

Love 

Watts 

Curtin 

McClory 

Wh  alley 

Curtis 

McCulloch 

Whitener 

Daddarlo 

McDade 

Whitten 

Dague 

McEwen 

Widnall 

Dent 

McMillan 

Williams 

Derwinski 

Mainland 

Wydler 

Devine 

Marsh 

Younger 

Dickinson 

Martin,  Ala. 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— 5 

Holland 

Pike 

Utt 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Quie 

NOT  VOTING — 67 

Andrews, 

Baring 

Carey 

George  W. 

Bell 

Clausen, 

Andrews, 

Berry 

Don  H. 

N.  Dak. 

Bolling 

Culver 

AspinaU 

Callaway 

Davis,  Wis. 
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Diggs 

MacGregor 

Sisk 

Dingell 

Mackay 

Smith.  N.Y. 

Dorn 

Martin,  Mass. 

Staggers 

Dulski 

Martin  Nebr. 

Sullivan 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Matthews 

Talcott 

Flynt 

May 

Tenzer 

Frelinghuysen 

Morgan 

Thomas 

Fuqua 

Morse 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Mosher 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Harsha 

Multer 

Toll 

Hebert 

O’Konski 

Tunney 

Holifield 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Vigorito 

Hosmer 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

Walker,  N.  Mex. 

Keogh 

Poage 

Watkins 

Kirwan 

Reifel 

Wilson,  Bob 

Landrum 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Wolff 

Leggett 

Robison 

Wyatt 

Lennon 

Roudebush 

Lindsay 

Rumsfeld 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Murphy  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
Keogh  against. 

Mr.  Olsen  of  Montana  for,  with  Mr.  Pike 
against. 

Mr.  Kirwan  for,  with  Mr.  TJtt  against. 

Mr.  Lindsay  for,  with  Mr.  Quie  against. 

Mr.  Staggers  for,  with  Mr.  Lennon  against. 

Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen  for,  with  Mr.  Dorn 
against. 

Mr.  Martin  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Harsha  against. 

Mr.  Roudebush  for,  with  Mr.  MacGregor 
against. 

Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen 
against. 

Mr.  Multer  for,  with  Mr.  Bob  Wilson 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mrs.  Sullivan  with  Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Talcott. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Martin  of  Nebraska. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Andrews  of  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  Wolff  with  Mr.  Wyatt. 

Mr.  Mackay  with  Mr.  Reifel. 

Mr.  Walker  of  New  Mexico  with  Mr. 
O’Konski. 

Mr.  Culver  with  Mr.  Watkins. 

Mr.  Diggs  with  Mr.  AspinaU. 

Mr.  Morgan  with  Mr.  Robison. 

Mr.  Dingell  with  Mr.  Rumsfeld. 

Mr.  Plynt  with  Mr.  Callaway. 

Mr.  Fuqua  with  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  O’Neal  of  Georgia  with  Mr.  Edwards  of 
Alabama. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr.  Bell. 

Mr.  Vigorito  with  Mr.  Smith  of  New  York. 

Mr.  Thomas  with  Mr.  Mosher. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Texas  with  Mr.  Hosmer. 

Mr.  Rivers  of  South  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Morse. 

Mr.  George  W.  Andrews  with  Mr.  Davis  of 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Holifield  with  Mr.  Baring. 

Mr.  Matthews  with  Mr.  Toll. 

Mr.  Tunney  with  Mr.  Landrum. 

Mr.  Tenzer  with  Mr.  Dulski. 

Mr.  RACE  changed  his  vote  from  “yea” 
to  “nay.” 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  Texas  changed  his 
vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  MURPHY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  live  pair  with  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keogh]. 
If  he  were  present,  he  would  vote  “nay.” 
I  voted  “yea.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and 
vote  “present.” 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Montana 
[Mr.  Olsen].  If  he  were  present,  he 
would  vote  yea.”  I  voted  “nay.”  I 
withdraw  my  vote  and  vote  “present.” 

Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
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Kir  wan].  If  he  were  present,  he  would 

vote  “year.”  I  voted  “nay.”  I  withdraw 
my  vote  and  vote  “present.” 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Lindsay].  If  he  were  present,  he 
would  vote  “yea.”  I  voted  “nay.”  I 
withdraw  my  vote  and  vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  N^onsent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  extend  their  rfynarks  on  S. 
2300. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  dbjection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  ft;om  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rolA 
call  No.  377  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting. 
I  was  present  and  voted  “yea.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  be  corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 


SHIP  MORTGAGE  BONDS 

Mr.  DOWNING,  on  behalf  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Garmatz] 
submitted  the  following  conference  re¬ 
port  and  statement  on  the  bill  (S.  2118) 
to  amend  sections  9  and  37  of  the  Ship¬ 
ping  Act,  1916,  and  subsection  O  of  the 
Ship  Mortgage  Act,  1920. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1185) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
2118)  to  amend  sections  9  and  37  of  the 
Shipping  Act,  1916,  and  subsection  O  of  the/ 
Ship  Mortgage  Act,  1920,  having  met,  afte 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  rec¬ 
ommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respec¬ 
tive  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  H^use  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  ameifament  as 
follows:  Strike  out  the  matter  .proposed  to 
be  stricken  by  the  House  amendment  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  the  f ollowiifg : 

“Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed 
to  alter  retroactively  any  lights  which  were 
the  subject  matter  of  litigation  pending  on 
the  date  of  enactment/ of  this  Act.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

EdwXrd  A.  Garmatz, 

Thomas  L.  Ashley, 
iomas  N.  Downing, 

T.  S.  Mailliard, 

Thomas  M.  Pelly, 

Marytgers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Warren  G.  Magnuson, 

E.  L.  Bartlett, 

WfNSTON  L.  Prouty, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

le  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
kt  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  2118)  to  amend  sections 


9  and  37  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and  sub¬ 
section  O  of  the  Ship  Mortgage  Act,  1920, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  ac¬ 
companying  conference  report: 

The  last  sentence  of  section  4  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  provided  that  “This  section  shall 
not  apply  to  any  bond,  note,  or  other  evi¬ 
dence  of  indebtedness,  mortgage,  or  assign¬ 
ment  if  the  validity  of  such  bond,  note,  or 
other  evidence  of  indebtedness,  mortgage,  or 
assignment,  or  the  foreclosure,  validity,  or 
preferred  status  of  such  mortgage,  is  in  liti¬ 
gation  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.’’. 

The  House  amendment  struck  from  the 
Senate  bill  this  sentence. 

The  proposed  conference  substitute  would 
strike  the  last  sentence  of  section  4  of  the 
Senate  bill  and  substitute  in  lieu  thereof  the 
folllowing:  “Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  alter  retroactively  any  rights 
which  were  the  subject  matter  of  litigation 
pending  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act.” 

It  is  the  position  of  the  House  conferees 
that  this  amendment  is  necessary  to  make  it 
crystal  clear  that  Congress  does  not  intend 
to  retroactively  affect  in  any  way  rights  ir 
litigation  pending  on  the  date  of  enact mer 
of  this  act.  All  conferees  agreed  that  the 
bill  must  express  the  concern  of  Congress 
fhat  this  legislation  not  in  any  wav'  pre- 
idge  pending  litigation  or  attempt  yo  influ¬ 
ence  its  ultimate  disposition. 

je  managers  on  the  part  of  the/House  be- 
lieve  ^;he  proposed  conference/  substitute 
achieves  the  objectives  of  both  the  Senate 
and  Houise  effectively  and  equitably. 

Edward  A.  ^Garmatz, 

Thomas  H/Ashley, 

Thomas  n.  Downing, 
VWillianT  S.  Mailliard, 
Kkom/s  M.  Pelly, 

Managers  ot^Xhe  Part  of  the  House. 


PROGRAM 

(Mr.  ARKNDS  asked  and  was  given 
permissiopr  to  address  House  for  1 
minute.)/ 

Mr.  .ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  trine  to  ask  the  majority  leader  if  he 
will/advise  us  as  to  any  changes  In  the 
program  which  may  be  anticipated. 

'Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  wyi  the 
/gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  distinguished  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Harris]  has 
advised  that  he  will  call  up,  under  unan¬ 
imous  consent,  on  Friday,  S.  1098,  to 
amend  section  1(14)  (a)  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  to  insure  the  adequacy  of 
the  national  railroad  freight  car  supply, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

If  the  second  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  comes  over  from  the  Senate  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  commencement  of  special 
orders,  we  announce  now  that  we  will 
undertake  to  send  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  if  there  are  any  other  changes  in 
the  program  for  tomorrow  which  he 
knows  of? 

Mr.  ALBERT.  We  have  listed  for  to¬ 
day,  as  the  gentleman  knows,  a  number 
of  bills  from  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  The  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
has  advised  that  it  is  satisfactory  to  put 
those  over  until  tomorrow. 

We  have  another  conference  report 
today,  so  I  am  quite  sure  we  will  put 


over  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Me? 
bill  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr/Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield  to  ] 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  t/the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from /Virginia. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia;  Mr.  Speaker, 
at  this  point  let  me  say  I  have  earlier 
received  permission  to  file  two  resolu¬ 
tions  from  the  Committee  on  Rules  by 
midnight  tonight, /oy  direction  of  that 
committee,  providing  travel  authority 
for  two  committees  of  the  House,  one  the 
Committee  on/Agriculture  and  the  other 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency.  I  Understood  I  would  be  per¬ 
mitted  to/call  them  up  tomorrow  if  time 
permittg 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  far  as 
the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma  is  con¬ 
cealed,  I  have  no  knowledge  of  that,  but 
yam  glad  to  have  that  information 
ivailable  from  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Virginia.  Also  I  may  advise 
that  tomorrow  we  may  have  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  which  will  be  eligible  and 
may  be  called  up  from  the  Committee 
on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries.  I 
am  advised  also  that  we  may  have  some 
printing  resolutions  tomorrow.  As  far 
as  I  know,  those  are  the  only  immediate 
changes  in  the  program.  May  I  say  also 
that  if  the  supplemental  comes  over  to¬ 
night,  as  I  stated  before,  we  are  going 
to  send  it  to  conference  even  though 
special  orders  have  already  commenced. 
If  it  is  ready,  it  will  be  in  order  to  call 
it  up  tomorrow.  We  would  like  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  that  bill  early,  because  it  is  very 
important. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  I  wonder  if 
it  is  possible  for  the  leadership  on  the 
majority  side  to  make  any  predictions  as 
to  the  time  when  the  House  might  be 
called  upon  to  consider  a  sine  die  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  that  is  why  we  are 
trying  to  take  extraordinary  procedures 
vin  the  consideration  of  bills  and  sending 
11s  to  conference.  We  are  hoping  we 
ca'n  adjourn  very  soon,  and  we  will  if 
we  dispose  of  our  business. 

PERSONAL  EXPLANATION 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Bell] 
was  absent  ^ien  the  debate  today  oc¬ 
curred  on  the\education  bill.  Had  he 
been  here,  he  wduld  have  voted  for  the 
higher  education  Dill. 

The  SPEAKER.  NVou  mean  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  Ydrk  is  stating  how 
another  Member  woulo\have  voted  if  he 
had  been  present? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  At  the\equest  of  Mr. 
Bell  I  am  making  this  statement  as  to 
how  he  would  have  voted  if  he^had  been 
here. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
makes  that  statement  on  his  owh  ’re¬ 
sponsibility'! 


Mr.  GOODELL.  That  is  correct. 
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CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 


YATES.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  318  I  am  recorded  as  not  voting.  I 
was  present  and  voted  “aye.”  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  permanent 
Record  ahd  Journal  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of\fhe  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


AGRICULTURE 
JILL,  FISCAL 


DEPARTMENT  OI 
APPROPRIATION 
YEAR  1966 
Mr.  WHITTEN  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing  conference  report  and  statement  on 
the  bill  (H.R.  8370)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
and  related  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  \ther 
purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Kept.  No.  1 18< 
The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  hill  (H.R. 
8370)  “making  appropriations  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  and  related  agen¬ 
cies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966, 
and  for  other  purposes,”  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  re¬ 
spective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  4,  12,  26,  30,  37,  38,  42,  45, 
47  and  52. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  6,  10,  11,  13,  15,  17,  18,  24,  25,  31,  34,  41, 
43,  53  and  54;  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and  inserted 
by  said  amendment,  insert  the  following: 
“$123,622,500,  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$11,418,000  shall  remain  available  until  ex¬ 
pended  for  plans,  construction,  alteration, 
and  improvement  of  facilities,  without  re¬ 
gard  to  limitations  contained  herein”;  and 
the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  2:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  2,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$18,100,000”;  and  the  Senate,, 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  Hutfse 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and/agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said/  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$74,299,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement/to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  promised  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$3,000,0,00”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  nurpbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  wi/h  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  tins'  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,500,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  tdie  same. 

Amendment  numbered  8:  That  the  House 
recede/from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 


ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  8,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  stricken  and 
inserted  by  said  amendment,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “;  and  not  to  exceed  $400,000  from 
funds  available  under  section  32  of  the  Act 
of  August  24,  1935,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
88-250  to  be  transferred  and  merged  with 
this  appropriation;  $1,600,000  in  addition  to 
funds  otherwise  available”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  9:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  9,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$54,795,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$65,671,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend- 
lent  insert  “$16,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
algree  to  the  same. 

lendment  numbered  19 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amem 
ment\)f  the  Senate  numbered  19,  and  agp6e 
to  the\same  with  an  amendment,  as  /fol¬ 
lows  :  InXiieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$11,536,000”;  ajra  the 
Senate  agretKto  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  20 :  That/the  House 
recede  from  itK  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  20,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with,  an  amendment,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  \$13,705,OOO”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the 

Amendment  numbered,  21 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  zlumbe'xed  21,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$76,192,000”;  ana\the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  22 :  That  the  House 
recede  fropr  its  disagreement  to  the 'amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  22,  anchagree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu/of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment/  insert  “$1,750,000”;  and  the  Senal 
agrge  to  the  same. 

lendment  numbered  23 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
'ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  23,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$103,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  28 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  28,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$126,278,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  29 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  29,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$81,933,500”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  32 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  32,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$24,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 


Amendment  numbered  33:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  they 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  33,  ang 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment, 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  skid 
amendment  insert  “$625,000”;  and  the/Sen- 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  35:  Tbkt  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  35,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$4,184,00 y’-,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  36:  That  the 

House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  36,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert/‘$  1,699, 000”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  the/ same. 

Amendment /  numbered  39 :  That  the 

House  recede/from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment/of  the  Senate  numbered  39,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  /n  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$365,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

lendment  numbered  40:  That  the 
Hc/hse  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
lendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  40,  and 
/agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$60,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  44 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  44,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$3,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  46 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  46,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$44,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  48 :  That  the 
House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  numbered  48,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said 
amendment  insert  “$8,000,000”;  and  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  49 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  49,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend- 
1  lent  insert  “$4,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agyee  to  the  same. 

lendment  numbered  50 :  That  the  House 
recedk  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  50,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  by  said  amend¬ 
ment,  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Crop 
Insurance  Corporation  Fund  is  insufficient 
to  meet  indemnity  payments  and  other 
charges  against  such  Fund,  not  to  exceed 
$250,000  may  be  borrowed  from  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe, 
but  repayment  of  such  amount  shall  include 
interest  at  a  rate  not  less  than  the  cost  of 
money  to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
for  a  comparable  period.”;  \nd  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  51 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  51,  arid  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$2,800,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 
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Public  Law  89-298 
89th  Congress,  S.  2300 
October  27,  1965 

an  act 


Authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works 
on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Howe  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

TITLE  I— NORTHEASTERN  UNITED  STATES  WATER 

SUPPLY 


Sec.  101.  (a)  Congress  hereby  recognizes  that  assuring  adequate 
supplies  of  water  for  the  great  metropolitan  centers  of  the  United 
States  has  become  a  problem  of  such  magnitude  that  the  welfare  and 
prosperity  of  this  country  require  the  Federal  Government  to  assist 

Pi  the  solution  of  water  supply  problems.  Therefore,  the  Secretary 
f  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  is  authorized 
to  cooperate  with  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  in  preparing 
plans  in  accordance  with  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  (Public 
Law  89-80)  to  meet  the  long-range  water  needs  of  the  northeastern 
United  States.  This  plan  may  provide  for  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  and  maintenance  by  the  United  States  of  (1)  a  system  of  major 
reservoirs  to  be  located  within  those  river  basins  of  the  Northeastern 
United  States  which  drain  into  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those  that 
drain  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean  north  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay,  those 
that  drain  into  Lake  Ontario,  and  those  that  drain  into  the  Saint 
Lawrence  River,  (2)  major  conveyance  facilities  by  which  water 
may  be  exchanged  between  these  river  basins  to  the  extent  found 
desirable  in  the  national  interest,  and  (3)  major  purification  facilities. 
Such  plans  shall  provide  for  appropriate  financial  participation  by 
the  States,  political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  other  local  interests. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  those  reservoirs,  con¬ 
veyance  facilities,  and  purification  facilities,  which  are  recommended 
in  the  plan  prepared  in  accordance  with  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
and  which  are  specifically  authorized  by  law  enacted  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

U  (e)  Each  reservoir  included  in  the  plan  authorized  by  this  section 
Pnall  lie  considered  as  a  component  of  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the 
optimum  development  of  the  river  basin  in  which  it  is  situated,  as  well 
as  a  component  of  the  plan  established  in  accordance  with  this  section. 


TITLE  II— FLOOD  CONTROL 


Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  is  authorized  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  any 
water  resource  development  project,  including  single  and  multiple 
purjmse  projects  involving,  but  not  limited  to,  navigation,  flood  con- 
trol,  and  shore  protection,  if  the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of  con¬ 
structing  such  project,  is  less  than  $10,000,000.  No  appropriation  shall 
lie  made  to  construct,  operate,  or  maintain  any  such  project  if  such 
project  has  not  l>een  approved  by  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives, 
respectively.  For  the  purpose  of  securing  consideration  of  such 
approval  the  Secretary  shall  transmit  to  Congress  a  report  of  such 
proposed  project,  including  all  relevant  data  and  all  costs. 
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(b)  Any  water  resource  development  project  authorized  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  same  requirements  of 
local  cooperation  as  it  would  be  if  the  estimated  Federal  first  cost  of 
such  project  were  $10,000,000  or  more. 

Sec.  202.  Section  3  of  the  Act  approved  June  22,  1936  (Public 
Law  Numbered  738,  Seventy-fourth  Congress),  as  amended  by  section 
2  of  the  Act  approved  June  28,  1938  (Public  Law  Numbered  761, 
Seventy-fifth  Congress),  shall  apply  to  all  works  authorized  in  this 
title  except  that  for  any  channel  improvement  or  channel  rectification 
project,  provisions  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  of  said  Act  of  June 
22,  1936,  shall  apply  thereto,  and  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law, 
the  authorization  for  any  flood  control  project  authorized  by  this  Act 
requiring  local  cooperation  shall  expire  five  years  from  the  date  on 
which  local  interests  are  notified  in  writing  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  of  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation,  unless  said  interests 
shall  within  said  time  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  the  required  cooperation  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  203.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  Act  of  December  22, 
1944  (Public  Law  Numbered  534,  Seventy-eighth  Congress,  secory^~ 
session),  shall  govern  with  respect  to  projects  authorized  in  this  Ac\  , 
and  the  procedures  therein  set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals, 
or  reports  for  works  of  improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control 
and  for  irrigation  and  purposes  incidental  thereto  shall  apply  as  if 
herein  set  forth  in  full. 

Sec.  204.  The  following  works  of  improvement  for  the  benefit  of 
navigation  and  the  control  of  destructive  floodwaters  and  other  pur¬ 
poses  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the 
direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  the  plans  in  the  respective 
reports  hereinafter  designated  and  subject  to  the  conditions  set  forth 
therein.  The  necessary  plans,  specifications,  and  preliminary  w7ork 
may  be  prosecuted  on  any  project  authorized  in  this  title  with  funds 
from  appropriations  hereafter  made  for  flood  control  so  as  to  be  ready 
for  rapid  inauguration  of  a  construction  program.  The  projects 
authorized  in  this  title  shall  be  initiated  as  expeditiously  and  prose¬ 
cuted  as  vigorously  as  may  be  consistent  with  budgetary  requirements. 
Penstocks  and  other  similar  facilities  adapted  to  possible  future  use  in 
the  development  of  hydroelectric  power  shall  be  installed  in  any  dam 
authorized  in  this  Act  for  construction  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  when  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the  Federal  PowV® 
Commission.  V<§.  | 

SAINT  JOHN  RIVER  BASIN 


The  Dickey-Lincoln  School  project,  Saint  John  River,  Maine,  is 
hereby  authorized  as  approved  by  the  President  on  July  12,  1965,  and 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  plans  included  in  the  report  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  dated 
August  1964,  which  is  a  supplement  to  the  July  1963  report  of  the 
International  Passamaquoddy  tidal  power  project  and  upper  Saint 
John  River  hydroelectric  power  development,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$227,000,000. 

HOUSATONIO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  projects  for  flood  protection  on  the  Housatonic,  Naugatuck,  and 
Still  Rivers  at  Derby  and  Danbury,  Connecticut,  are  hereby  author¬ 
ized  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  324,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $5,100,000. 
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The  project  for  hurricane-flood  control  protection  at  Westerly, 
Rhode  Island,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  85,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,287,000. 

LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Stratford,  Connecti¬ 
cut,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered. 
292,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,340,000. 

HUDSON  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Yonkers,  Saw  Mill  River,  New 
York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
<^)8,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,924,000. 

NEW  YORK-ATLANTTC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  con¬ 
trol  at  East  Rockaway  Inlet  to  Rockaway  Inlet  and  Jamaica  Bay, 
New  York,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  215,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$32,620,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  con¬ 
trol  at  Staten  Island,  Fort  Wadsworth  to  Arthur  Kill,  New  York,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  181, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,230,000. 

ELIZABETH  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  the  Elizabeth  River, 
New  Jersey,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 


Numbered 

,$9,769,000. 


249,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 

RAHWAY  RIVER  BASIN,  NEW  JERSEY 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rahway  River,  New  Jersey, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
67,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,514,000. 


NEUSE  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  the  Falls  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Neuse  River,  North 
Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  175,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $18,600,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  New  Bern  and  Vicinity, 
North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  183,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated,  cost  of 
$10,400,000. 
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MIDDLE  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  and  beach  erosion  control 
at  Ocracoke  Island,  North  Carolina,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  109,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,636,000. 

FLINT  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  the  Lazer  Creek  Reservoir,  Flint  River,  Georgia, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  567, 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $40,378,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lower  Auchumpkee  Reservoir,  Flint  River, 
Georgia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  567,  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $48,275,000. 


CENTRAL  AND  SOUTHERN  FLORIDA  BASIN  . 

Comprehensive  Plan 

The  comprehensive  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes  in  cen¬ 
tral  and  southern  Florida  approved  in  the  Act  of  June  30,  1948,  and 
subsequent  Acts  of  Congress,  is  hereby  modified  to  include  the  follow¬ 
ing  items : 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  Hendry  County,  west  of  levees 
1, 2,  and  3,  Florida,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recommended 
by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  102,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,986,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  in  southwest  Dade  County,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  20, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,903,000. 


SOUTH  ATLANTIC  COASTAL  AREA 


The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Biscayne  Bay,  Florida, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  213, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,954,000. 

PHILLIPPI  CREEK  BASIN,  FLORIDA  ^ 


* 


The  project  for  flood  control  on  Phillippi  Creek,  Florida,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  156,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,592,000. 


LOWER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 


Comprehensive  Plan 


The  project  for  flood  control  and  improvement  of  the  lower  Missis¬ 
sippi  River,  adopted  by  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928  (45  Stat.  534),  as 
amended  and  modified,  is  hereby  further  modified  and  expanded  to 
include  the  projects  and  plans  substantially  as  recommended  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $181,109,000,  except 
that  (1)  any  modified  easements  required  in  the  improvement  of  the 
Birds  Point-New  Madrid,  Missouri,  Floodway  shall  be  acquired  as 
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provided  by  section  4  of  the  Act  of  May  15,  1928,  (2)  the  pumping 
plant  in  the  Red  River  backwater  area  shall  be  operated  and  main¬ 
tained  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  (3)  the  recommendations  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  apply  with  respect  to  improvements  for 
fish  and  wildlife,  and  (4)  the  requirement  of  local  cooperation  for 
the  improvements  in  the  St.  Francis  Basin,  Arkansas  and  Missouri, 
shall  be  reviewed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  with  particular  reference  to  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  cost  sharing,  and  he  shall  report  results  of  such  review  to 
Congress  within  one  year  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
No  appropriation  made  pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in 
this  paragraph  shall  be  available  for  any  project  other  than  those 
set  forth  in  House  Documents  Numbered  308  and  319,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress. 

The  project  for  the  St.  Francis  River,  Missouri  and  Arkansas, 
within  Drainage  District  No.  7,  Poinsett  County,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
modified  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  57,  Eighty-ninth 
yongress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,372,000. 

General  Projects 


45  Stat.  536. 
33  USC  702d. 
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fication. 


The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Grand  Isle  and 
Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  184,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$5,500,000.  _ 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  at  Morgan  City  and 
Vicinity,  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  167,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,049,000. 

The  project  for  hurricane-flood  protection  on  Lake  Pontchartrain, 
Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  231,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  recommendations 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  that  document  shall  apply  with 
respect  to  the  Seabrook  Lock  feature  of  the  project.  The  estimated 
cost  is  $56,235,000. 

OUACHITA  RIVER  BASIN 

1  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Ouachita  River  at  Monroe, 
TiOuisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  in  House  Document 
Numbered  328,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$520,000. 

RED  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Bayou  Bodcau  and  tributaries, 
Arkansas  and  Louisiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  203,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  Caddo  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Louisiana,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  39,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,934,000.  _ 

The  project  for  Sanders,  Big  Pine,  and  Collier  Creeks,  Texas,  as 
:  authorized  in  the  Act  of  October  23,  1962  (76  Stat.  1187),  is  hereby 
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modified  in  order  to  provide  for  a  highway  crossing  Pat  Mayse  Reser¬ 
voir  to  replace  the  present  FM  Highway  1499  across  Sanders  Creek, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $310,000.  Such  crossing  shall  be  constructed 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  supervision 
of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  such  plans  as  may  be 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

gulf  OF  MEXICO 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Buffalo  Bayou  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  White  Oak  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  169,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,800,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Highland  Bayou,  Texas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  168, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,500,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Taylors  Bayou,  Texas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  iir 
House  Document  Numbered  206,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $5,004,000. 

RIO  GRANDE  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Rio  Grande  at  El  Paso, 
Texas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  rec¬ 
ommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  207,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,493,000. 

ARKANSAS  RIVER  BASIN 


Comprehensive  Plan 

The  multiple-purpose  plan  for  improvement  of  Arkansas  River  and 
tributaries,  authorized  by  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  July  24,  1946, 
as  amended,  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  provide  replacement  outfall 
facilities  for  the  Kansas  Street  outfall  sewer  in  the  city  of  Pine  Bluff, 
Arkansas,  including  such  new  pumping  facilities  as  may  be  necessary, 
at  the  most  economical  Federal  expense,  but  including  in  the  Federal, 
expense  the  reasonable  capitalized  cost  of  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  pumping  facilities  over  the  cost  of  pumping  now  required  ir* 
the  existing  system. 

General  Projects 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Las  Ani¬ 
mas,  Colorado,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  165,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,541,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lee  Creek,  Arkansas  and  Okla¬ 
homa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
270,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10,000,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Little  Rock,  Arkansas,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  55,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $363,000. 
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The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Arkansas  River  at  Great 
Bend,  Kansas,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  182,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated '  cost  of 
$4,030,000. 

The  project  for  establishment  of  a  national  wildlife  refuge  at  the 
John  Redmond  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Kansas, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
27,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $730,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Walnut  River,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  232, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $66,036,000. 

The  project  for  the  Shidler  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Salt  Creek,  Okla¬ 
homa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
242,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,150,000. 

.  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Crutcho  Creek,  Oklahoma,  is 
Yereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  47, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,801,000. 

The  project  for  Trinidad  Dam  on  Purgatoire  River,  Colorado,  House 
Document  Numbered  325,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  297)  is  hereby  modified  to  provide 
that  in  lieu  of  the  local  cooperation  recommended  in  paragraph  2(a) 
of  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  July  22,  1954,  published 
in  said  document,  local  interests  shall  maintain  the  channel  of  Purga¬ 
toire  River  through  the  city  of  Trinidad.  The  conditions  set  forth  in 
paragraphs  2(b)  and  2(c)  of  said  report  shall  be  applicable  to  the 
project. 

The  John  Martin  Reservoir  project  (formerly  known  as  Caddoa 
Reservoir),  Arkansas  River,  Colorado,  as  authorized  by  the  Act,  of 
June  22,  1936  (49  Stat.  1570),  is  modified  to  authorize  and  direct  the 
Chief  of  Engineers  to  use  not  to  exceed  ten  thousand  acre-feet  of 
reservoir  flood  control  storage  space  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
and  maintaining  a  permanent  pool  for  fish  and  wildlife  and  recrea¬ 
tional  purposes,  at  such  times  as  storage  space  may  not  be  available 
for  such  permanent  pool  within  the  conservation  pool  as  defined  in 
article  III  F,  Arkansas  River  compact  (63  Stat.  145)  except  that — 

)(1)  The  State  of  Colorado  shall  purchase  and  make  available 
any  water  rights  necessary  under  State  law  to  establish  and  there¬ 
after  maintain  the  permanent  pool. 

(2)  The  rights  of  irrigators  in  Colorado  and  Kansas  to  those 
waters  available  to  them  under  the  terms  of  the  Arkansas  River 
compact  and  under  the  laws  of  their  respective  States  shall  not 
be  diminished  or  impaired  by  anything  contained  in  this  para¬ 
graph. 

(3)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  give 
any  preference  to  the  permanent  pool  over  other  project  purposes. 

(4)  No  permanent  pool  as  herein  defined  shall  be  maintained 
except  upon  written  terms  and  conditions  acceptable  and  agreed 
to  (A)  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  interest  of  flood  control, 
and  (B)  by  the  Colorado  State  Engineer,  the  Arkansas  River 
Compact  Administration,  and  the  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board,  in  the  interest  of  establishing,  maintaining,  and  operating 
the  permanent  pool  for  recreational  and  fish  and  wildlife  purposes. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall  be  construed  so  as  to  limit 
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the  authority  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  operate  John  Martin 
Reservoir  for  the  primary  purposes  of  the  prevention  of  floods 
and  the  preservation  of  life  and  property. 

MISSOURI  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Big  Creek  at  Hays,  Kansas,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  22, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,702,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Nemaha  River  and 
tributaries,  Nebraska,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  160,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $1,524,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Big  Sioux  River  and  tribu¬ 
taries,  Iowa  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as 
recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  199,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,400,000^ 
except  that  such  portion  of  the  project  as  relates  to  the  area  abovf 
the  city  limits  of  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  shall  be  compatible  with  a  fish 
and  wildlife  mitigation  plan  and  also  a  flood  control  plan  for  the 
upper  basin  of  the  Big  Sioux  River,  both  to  be  approved  by  the  States 
of  Iowa  and  South  Dakota. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  James  River  and  tributaries, 
North  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  266,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$3,083,000. 

The  project  for  flood  control  on  the  Fishing  River  and  tributaries, 
Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  281,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $7,260,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Chariton  and  Little  Chariton 
Rivers  and  tributaries,  Iowa  and  Missouri,  is  hereby  authorized  sub¬ 
stantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  238,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,167,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  and  tributaries, 
Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Doci^f 
ment  Numbered  241,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  oL 
$218,009,000.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  authorizing 
the  construction  of  Linneus  Reservoir  on  Locust  Creek,  St.  Catherine 
Reservoir  on  East  Yellow  Creek,  the  Honey  Creek-No  Creek  local  pro¬ 
tection  works,  nor  hydroelectric  power  facilities  at  Pattonsburg  Reser¬ 
voir  on  Grand  River;  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  conduct  a 
review  of  such  reservoirs,  local  protection  works,  and  hydroelectric 
power  facilities,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $75,000,  and  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  by  this  paragraph  for  project  planning  are  authorized  to  be  used 
for  such  review.  The  Secretary  shall  submit  to  Congress,  at  the  earli¬ 
est  practical  date,  a  new  feasibility  report  on  such  projects  based 
upon  such  review. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Platte  River  and  tributaries, 
Missouri  and  Iowa,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  oi  the  Chief  of  Engineers  m  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  262,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$26,889,000. 
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The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Sun  River  at  Great  Falls,  Sun  River, 
Montana,  authorized  by  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  Mont. 

(72  Stat.  297 ;  Public  Law  85-500)  is  hereby  modified  to  waive  the  Project  modi- 
requirement  that  local  interests  contribute  in  cash  2.16  per  centum  float  ion. 
of  the  actual  construction  cost  of  all  items  of  work  provided  by  the 
United  States. 

OHIO  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Chartiers  Creek,  Pennsylvania, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  302, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12,207,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sandy  Lick  Creek  at  Du  Bois, 
Pennsylvania,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  185,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,654,000. 

The  project  for  the  Hocking  River,  Ohio,  in  the  vicinity  of  Athens, 
Dhio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 
Jiendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document,  Numbered 
“587,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,520,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lincoln,  Clifty  Creek,  and  Patoka  Dams  and 
Reservoirs,  Wabash  River,  Indiana  and  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  202,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $72,900,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lafayette  and  Big  Pine  Dams  and  Reservoirs, 
Wabash  River,  Indiana,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate 
Document  Numbered  29,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $44,800,000. 

The  project  for  the  Rowlesburg  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Cheat  River, 
West  Virginia,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  243,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$133,548,000 :  Provided ,  That  the  power  features  of  this  project  shall 
not  be  undertaken  until  such  time  as  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
has  completed  action  on  any  applications  that  may  be  pending  before 
that  agency  for  private  development  of  the  pumped-storage  facility 
of  the  project:  Provided  further ,  That  should  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  act  in  the  affirmative  on  any  pending  applications,  the 
Authority  for  such  project  shall  not  include  Federal  power  features 
“and  the  estimated  cost  of  such  project  shall  be  $88,402,000:  And  'pro¬ 
vided  further ,  That  in  the  event  the  Federal  Power  Commission  dis¬ 
misses  any  pending  applications,  Federal  construction  of  such 
pumped-storage  power  facilities  is  hereby  authorized  and  approved. 

The  project  for  the  Martins  Fork  Reservoir,  Upper  Cumberland 
River  Basin,  Kentucky,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  244,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $4,860,000. 

The  Yatesville,  Paintsville,  and  Panther  Creek  Reservoir  projects 
and  the  Martin,  Kentucky,  local  protection  project  on  the  Big  Sandy 
River  and  Tug  and  Levisa  Forks  of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  and 
Virginia,  are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  246,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $51,491,000. 
Prior  to  initiation  of  construction  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
prepare  an  analysis  of  benefits  and  costs  of  the  proposed  projects, 
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including  such  reformulation  as  may  be  necessary  to  comply  with  the 
Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act. 

RED  RIVER  OF  THE  NORTH  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Roseau  River,  Minnesota,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  282, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,550,000. 

UPPER  MISSISSIPPI  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  at  East  Saint  Louis  and  vicinity, 
Illinois  (East  Side  levee  and  sanitary  district),  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  329,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $6,180,000. 

The  project  for  the  Kaskaskia  River,  Illinois,  authorized  by  the 
Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  500,  Eighty-fifth  Congress), 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in| 
House  Document  Numbered  232,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  hereby* 
modified  substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  351,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  to  provide 
for  the  deletion  from  the  items  of  local  cooperation  the  requirement 
of  a  cash  contribution  due  to  changed  land  use,  at  an  estimated 
increased  Federal  cost  of  $3,498,000,  if  local  interests  make  a  cash 
contribution  of  an  amount  equal  to  the  full  cost  of  acquisition  of 
flowage  easements  in  those  lands  which  are  no  longer  needed  for  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  Carlyle  Reservoir. 

The  project  for  the  Wood  River  Drainage  and  Levee  District, 
Madison  County,  Illinois,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  150, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $179,000. 

The  project  for  Ames  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Skunk  River,  Iowa,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  as  modified  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army,  in  House  Document  Numbered  267,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $12,893,000. 

The  projects  for  flood  protection  at  Marshalltown  and  Waterloo  on 
the  Iowa  and  Cedar  Rivers,  Iowa,  are  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in — , 
House  Document,  Numbered  166,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti-l 
mated  cost  of  $17,570,000. 

The  project  for  the  Zumbro  River,  Minnesota,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  as  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House 
Document  Numbered  246,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  $975,000. 

The  project  for  the  Big  Stone  Lake  and  Whetstone  River,  Minne¬ 
sota  and  South  Dakota,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  579, 
Eiglity-seventh  Congress,  and  House  Document  Numbered  193, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $3,885,000. 

The  project  on  the  Des  Moines  River  for  flood  protection  of  Des 
Moines,  Iowa,  House  Document  Numbered  651,  Seventy-eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  authorized  by  the  Act  of  December  22,  1944  (58  Stat.  887),  is 
hereby  modified  to  eliminate  the  requirement  recommended  in  para¬ 
graph  10(a)  (2)  of  the  report  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  dated  Decem¬ 
ber  13,  1943,  that  local  interests  bear  the  expense  of  repairs  and  provi¬ 
sion  of  gates  on  existing  drains. 
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GREAT  LAKES  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  control  and  navigation  on  the  Chagrin  River, 
Ohio,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered 
35,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,200,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Grand  River  at  and  in  the 
vicinity  of  Grandville,  Michigan,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
House  Document  Numbered  157,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $1,373,000. 


LITTLE  COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Little  Colorado  River  at  and 
in  the  vicinity  of  Winslow,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially 
in  accordance  wTith  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  63,  Eighty -eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti- 
ated  cost  of  $2,775,000. 


GILA  RIVER  BASIN 


The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Indian  Bend  Wash,  Maricopa 
County,  Arizona,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  303,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost 
of  $7,250,000. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Santa  Rosa  Wash,  Arizona, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  189, 

Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,430,000,  except  that 
the  development  of  recreation  and  fish  and  wildlife  facilities  shall  be 
in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act.  Ante,  p.  213. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  at  Phoenix,  Arizona,  and  vicinity, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  216, 

Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $58,310,000. 


EEL  RIVER  BASIN 


.  The  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Eel  River,  California,  is 
piereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  234, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,732,000. 


SACRAMENTO  RIVER  BA8IN 


The  project  for  the  New  Bullards  Bar  Dam  and  Reservoir,  Yuba 
River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  180,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$8,979,000. 

The  project  for  the  Lakeport  Dam  and  Reservoir  with  supplemental 
channel  improvements,  Scotts  Creek,  Cache  Creek  Basin,  California, 
is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  259, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,360,000. 


Pub.  Law  89-298 


-  12  - 


October  27,  1965 


79  STAT.  1084 

SAN  FRANCISCO  BAT  AREA 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Sonoma  Creek,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  224, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,400,000. 

The  project  for  the  Napa  River,  California,  is  hereby  authorized 
substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  222,  Eighty-ninth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $14,950,000. 

WHITEWATER  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Tahquitz  Creek,  California,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  223, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  except  that  the  amount  of  local  contribution 
required  due  to  enhancement  of  land  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount 
of  contribution  determined  on  lands  under  Indian  ownership  at  th^ 
time  of  project  authorization  and  not  subject  to  taxation  due  t\, 
Federal  statutory  restrictions.  The  amount  of  contribution  on  this 
basis  is  presently  estimated  at  $508,000.  The  estimated  cost  is 
$3,442,000. 

SANTA  ANA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Lytle  and  Warm  Creeks,  San 
Bernardino  County,  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in 
accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in 
Senate  Document  Numbered  53,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $9,750,000. 

SAN  DIEGO  RIVER  BASIN 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  San  Diego  River  (Mission 
Valley),  California,  is  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  212,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$14,600,000,  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse 
local  interests  for  the  expenditure  of  funds  used  to  construct  such 
portions  of  the  project  as  approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  con¬ 
structed  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  ^ 

COLUMBIA  RIVER  BASIN 

The  projects  for  the  Lower  Grande  Ronde  and  Catherine  Creek 
dams  and  reservoirs,  Grande  Ronde  River  and  tributaries,  Oregon, 
are  hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered 
280,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,440,000.  The  • 
Chief  of  Engineers  shall  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  such  projects. 

The  project  for  flood  protection  on  Willow  Creek,  Oregon,  is  hereby 
authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of 
the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document  Numbered  233,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $6,680,000. 

The  project  for  acquisition  of  additional  lands  for  waterfowl  man¬ 
agement  at  John  Day  Lock  and  Dam,  Oregon  and  Washington,  is 
hereby  authorized  substantially  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda-  j 
tions  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  Senate  Document  Numbered  28, 
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Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $706,000,  except  that 
the  parcels  of  land,  in  Oregon,  between  the  Columbia  River  and  the 
management  area  boundary  within  sections  3,  4,  10,  and  11  of  Town¬ 
ship  4  North,  Range  25  East,  Willamette  Meridian,  as  shown  on  plate 

I  of  Senate  Document  Numbered  28,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  esti¬ 
mated  at  611.02  acres,  shall  not  be  part  of  the  management  area,  and 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  purchase  such  additional 
lands  in  sections  22,  27,  29,  and  30,  Township  5  North,  Range  26 
East,  Willamette  Meridian,  outside  the  present  indicated  manage¬ 
ment  area  boundary  on  plate  1,  as  he  determines  necessary  to  replace 
the  lands  so  excluded. 

Sec.  205.  That  the  flood  control  project  for  the  Scioto  River,  Ohio, 
authorized  in  section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  is  hereby 
modified  to  authorize  the  construction  of  the  local  protection  works 
at  Chillicothe,  Ohio,  at  such  time  as  the  reservoirs  on  Alum,  Mill, 
Big  Darby,  and  Deer  Creeks  are  under  construction.  In  the  event 
the  Mill  Creek  and  Alum  Creek  Reservoirs  are  constructed,  by  an 
agency  other  than  the  Federal  Government,  the  Federal  Government 
Tall  not  construct  such  local  protection  works  at  Chillicothe,  Ohio, 
dntil  said  agency  shall  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  that  (1)  it  will  provide  flood  control  storage  in  those 
reservoirs  equivalent  to  that  proposed  for  the  Federal  reservoir  proj¬ 
ects,  as  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962,  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  set  forth  in  House  Document  Numbered  587,  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress,  and  (2)  that  such  reservoirs  shall  be  operated  for 
flood  control  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized 
and  directed  to  prepare  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  development  and  efficient  utilization  of 
the  water  and  related  resources  of  the  region  drained  by  streams  which 
discharge,  within  the  State  of  Michigan,  into  the  Saint  Clair  River, 
Lake  Saint  Clair,  the  Detroit  River  and  Lake  Erie.  Such  plan  may 
provide  for  importation  of  water  from  points  not  located  within  the 
region  as  defined  above. 

(b)  Said  comprehensive  plan  shall  be  designed  to  meet  the  long- 
range  needs  of  the  region  for  protection  against  floods,  wise  use  of 
flood  plain  lands,  improvement  of  navigation  facilities,  water  supplies 
for  industrial  and  municipal  purposes,  outdoor  recreational  facilities, 
^Uie  enhancement  and  control  of  water  quality,  and  related  purposes ; 

II  with  a  view  to  encouraging  and  supporting  the  optimum  long- 
•Tange  economic  development  of  the  region  and  enhancing  the  welfare 
of  its  people. 

Sec.  207.  That  the  project  for  flood  protection  on  the  Minnesota 
River  at  Mankato  and  North  Mankato,  Minnesota,  authorized  in  sec¬ 
tion  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1958  (Public  Law  85-500,  72 
Stat.  297)  is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
to  credit  local  interests  against  their  required  contribution  to  such 
project  for  any  work  necessitated  by  extreme  high  water  done  by 
such  interests  on  such  project  between  April  1,  1965,  and  February  1, 
1966,  if  he  approves  such  work  as  being  in  accordance  with  such 
project  as  authorized. 

Sec.  208.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  surveys  for  flood  control  and  allied  purposes,  includ¬ 
ing  channel  and  major  drainage  improvements,  and  floods  aggravated 
by  or  due  to  wind  or  tidal  effects,  to  be  made  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  drainage  areas  of  the  United  States  and  its 
territorial  possessions,  which  include  the  localities  specifically  named 
in  this  section.  After  the  regular  or  formal  reports  made  on  any 
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survey  authorized  by  this  section  are  submitted  to  Congress,  no  sup¬ 
plemental  or  additional  report  or  estimate  shall  be  made  unless 
authorized  by  law  except  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  cause 
a  review  of  any  examination  or  survey  to  be  made  and  a  report  thereon 
submitted  to  Congress,  if  such  review  is  required  by  the  national 
defense  or  by  changed  physical  or  economic  conditions. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  North  Atlantic  region  draining  north¬ 
ward  in  New  York  toward  the  Saint  Lawrence  River  below  the  inter¬ 
national  boundary  and  draining  directly  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
above  the  Virginia-North  Carolina  State  line  with  respect  to  a  frame¬ 
work  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of  the  region. 

All  streams  flowing  into  the  sounds  of  North  Carolina  between  Cape 
Lookout  and  the  Virginia  line  except  those  portions  of  the  Neuse, 
Pamlico,  and  Roanoke  Rivers  above  the  estuarine  reaches. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  South  Atlantic  region  draining 
directly  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean  below  the  Virginia-North  Carolina  State 
line  and  draining  directly  into  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  east  of  Lake  Pont- 
chartrain  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water 
resources  of  the  region.  | 

The  Rio  Grande  and  its  tributaries  with  respect  to  a  framewo.  _ 
plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and  their  tributaries,  which 
drain  areas  of  the  great  basin  region  of  Oregon,  California,  Nevada, 
Utah,  Idaho,  and  Wyoming  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for 
flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  above  Lees  Ferry,  Arizona,  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

The  Colorado  River  and  tributaries  below  Lees  Ferry,  Arizona, 
with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  flood  control  and  other  purposes. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  region  which  drain 
directly  into  the  Pacific  Ocean  along  the  coastlines  of  Washington 
and  Oregon  with  respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the 
water  resources  of  the  region. 

Watersheds  of  streams  in  California  which  drain  directly  into  the 
Pacific  Ocean  and  of  streams,  washes,  lakes,  and  their  tributaries, 
which  drain  areas  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  California  region  with 
respect  to  a  framework  plan  for  developing  the  water  resources  of 
the  region. 

Kaneohe-Kailua  area,  Oahu,  Hawaii. 

Terrebonne  Parish,  Louisiana  (water  supply) . 

Boyer  River,  Iowa.  ( 

Keokuk,  Iowa. 

Mississippi  River,  north  of  Dubuque,  Iowa. 

Black  Hawk  Creek,  Iowa. 

Mount  Vernon,  Indiana. 

Orange  Lake  Basin,  Florida. 

Mayfield  Creek,  Kentucky. 

Hatchie  River  and  tributaries,  Tennessee  and  Mississippi. 

Spoon  River,  Illinois. 

Grand  (Neosho)  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  (including  naviga¬ 
tion). 

Verdigris  River,  Kansas. 

Verdigris  River,  Oklahoma  and  Kansas  (including  navigation) . 

Arkansas  River  and  tributaries  at  and  above  Tulsa,  Oklahoma. 

Sanderson,  Texas. 

Abbeville,  South  Carolina. 

All  streams  which  drain  directly  to  Pacific  Ocean  from  San  Mateo 
County,  California. 
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Big  Mineral  Creek,  Texas,  particularly  with  reference  to  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  highway  bridge. 

Irondequoit  Creek,  New  York,  and  tributaries,  including  Allens 
Creek,  New  York. 

Coasts  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California  to  determine  ad¬ 
visability  of  protection  work  against  storm  and  tidal  waves. 

Sec.  209.  Notwithstanding  the  first  proviso  in  section  201  of  the 
Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preser¬ 
vation  of  certain  public  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  for  navigation, 
flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes”,  approved  May  17,  1950  (64 
Stat.  163),  the  authorization  in  section  204  of  such  Act  of  projects  for 
local  protection  on  the  Yakima  River  at  Ellensburg,  Washington,  shall 
expire  on  June  10,  1970,  unless  local  interests  shall  before  such  date 
furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  the 
required  local  cooperation  in  such  project  will  be  furnished. 

Sec.  210.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  hereby  authorized  to  replace  the  roads  described  and  set 
forth  in  the  provisions  of  their  contract  numbered  D A-4  1-443-eng- 
with  Hill  County,  Texas,  which  are  subject  to  flooding;  such  roads 

A*g  a  part  of  the  Whitney  Dam  and  Reservoir  project,  Whitney, 
Texas,  authorized  by  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  December  22,  1944, 
at  an  estimated  cost  of  $130,000. 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  convey  to  the  Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults, 
Incorporated,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section,  all  of  the  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in  and  to  that  portion  of  the 
tract  of  land  lying  above  elevation  454  feet  mean  sea  level  now  occu¬ 
pied  by  such  Society  at  the  Old  Hickory  lock  and  dam,  Cumberland 
River,  Tennessee,  under  a  lease  executed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  dated  February  10,  1958. 

(b)  The  conveyance  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  made  upon 
payment  to  the  United  States  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  upon  such  terms, 
conditions,  reservations,  and  restrictions  as  he  shall  deem  necessary 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States.  In  determining  the  fair 
market  value  of  the  property,  the  Secretary  shall  exclude  the  value 
of  any  improvements  made  by  or  at  the  expense  of  the  Tennessee 
Society  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  Incorporated. 

(c)  The  cost  of  any  surveys  necessary  as  an  incident  of  the  con¬ 
veyance  authorized  by  this  section  shall  be  borne  by  the  Tennessee 

Diety  for  Crippled  Children  and  Adults,  Incorporated. 

d)  Title  to  the  property  authorized  to  be  conveyed  by  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  revert  to  the  United  States,  which  shall  have  the  right  of 
immediate  entry  thereon,  if  the  Tennessee  Society  for  Crippled  Chil¬ 
dren  and  Adults,  Incorporated,  shall  ever  cease  to  use  such  property 
for  recreation  and  camping  purposes. 

Sec.  212.  The  authorized  Justice  Reservoir  on  the  Guyandot  River, 
West  Virginia,  hereafter  shall  be  known  and  designated  as  the  R.  D. 
Bailey  Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  record,  or 
other  paper  of  the  United  States  in  which  the  authorized  Justice 
Reservoir  is  referred  to  shall  be  held  to  refer  to  such  reservoir  as  the 
R.  D.  Bailey  Reservoir. 

Sec.  213.  In  recognition  of  the  flood  control  accomplishments  of 
the  water  resource  project  proposed  to  be  constructed  on  Calispell 
Creek,  Washington,  by  the  Pend  Oreille  County  Public  Utility  Dis¬ 
trict  Number  One,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  a 
monetary  contribution  toward  the  construction  cost  of  such  project 
and  the  amount  of  such  contribution  shall  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  subject  to  a  finding  by  him  approved  by  the 
President,  of  economic  justification  for  allocation  of  the  amount  of 
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flood  control,  such  funds  to  be  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army.  Prior  to  making  the  monetary  contribution  or  any  part 
thereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Pend  Oreille  County 
Public  Utility  District  Number  One,  shall  have  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment  providing  for  operation  of  the  proposed  project  in  such  manner 
as  will  produce  the  flood  control  benefits  upon  which  the  monetary 
contribution  is  predicated,  and  such  operation  of  the  project  for  flood 
control  shall  be  in  accordance  with  rules  prescribed  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Anny  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  Flood 
Control  Act  of  1944  (58  Stat.  890).  Unless  construction  of  the 
project  is  undertaken  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  section,  the  authority  for  the  monetary  contribution  con¬ 
tained  herein  shall  expire. 

Sec.  214.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  of  New  York, 
political  subdivisions  thereof,  and  appropriate  agencies  and  instru¬ 
mentalities  thereof,  and  with  other  departments,  agencies,  and  instru¬ 
mentalities  of  the  United  States,  in  the  preparation  of  comprehensive 
plans  for  the  development,  utilization,  and  conservation  of  the  wat^ 
and  related  resources  of  drainage  basins  within  the  State  of  Ne>. 
York,  and  to  submit  to  Congress  reports  and  recommendations  with 
respect  to  appropriate  participation  by  the  Department  of  the  Army 
in  carrying  out  such  plans. 

Sec.  215.  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  to  modify  certain  leases  entered  into  for  the  provision  of 
recreation  facilities  at  reservoir  areas”,  approved  September  14,  1961 
(75  Stat.  509) ,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  out  “before  November  1, 
1956,” 

Sec.  216.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  cause  to  be  made,  under  the  direction  of  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  an  investigation  and  study  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  California, 
including  San  Pablo  Bay,  Suisun  Bay,  and  other  adjacent  bays  and 
tributaries  thereto,  with  a  view  toward  determining  the  feasibility  of, 
and  extent  of  Federal  interest  in,  measures  for  waste  disposal  and 
water  quality  control  and  allied  purposes. 

Sec.  217.  (a)  In  the  prosecution  of  projects  for  rivers  and  harbors 
and  other  waterways  for  the  benefit  of  navigation,  the  control  of 
destructive  flood  waters,  hurricane  protection,  beach  erosion  control, 
and  for  other  purposes,  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  under  the  supervision  of  the  Chij^. 
of  Engineers  in  accordance  with  plans  adopted  and  authorized  by  tf 
Congress,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress,  thaf 
whenever  such  projects  are  located  wholly  or  partially  within  an  area 
which  is  eligible  for  financial  assistance  under  the  Public  Works  and 
Economic  Development  Act  of  1965,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is 
authorized  to  purchase  evidences  of  indebtedness  and  to  make  loans 
for  a  period  not.  exceeding  fifty  years  to  enable  responsible  local 
interests  to  meet  the  requirements  of  local  cooperation  pertaining  to 
contributions  toward  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  projects  within 
such  areas. 

(b)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this 
section,  not  to  exceed  $10,000,000  per  fiscal  year  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  through  and 
including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1970. 

Sec.  218.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  reimburse  any  common 
carrier  by  railroad  for  the  cost  of  protective  works  constructed  by 
such  carrier  during  the  years  1965  and  1966  along  the  banks  of  the 
Eel  River,  California,  to  deter  recurrence  of  damage  to  such  banks 
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by  floods  or  high  waters,  but  such  reimbursement  shall  not  exceed 
$3,000,000. 

Sec.  219.  The  Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  is  authorized  to  accept  orders  from  other  Fed¬ 
eral  departments  and  agencies  for  work  or  services  and  to  perform 
all  or  any  part  of  such  work  or  services  by  contract. 

Sec.  220.  Section  206(b)  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1960  (33  information 
TJ.S.C.  709a)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$1,000,000”  and  inserting  compilation, 
in  lieu  thereof  “$2,500,000”.  74  stat*  560. 

Sec.  221.  The  Joanna  Dam  proposed  for  construction  at  or  near  Clarence  Cannon 
mile  63  of  the  Salt  River  near  Joanna,  Missouri,  and  the  Joanna  Dam  and  Reservoir, 
Reservoir  to  be  created  by  such  dam,  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  Designation, 
section  203  of  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1180),  shall 
be  known  and  designated  hereafter  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and 
Reservoir.  Any  law,  regulation,  map,  document,  or  record  of  the 
United  States  in  which  such  dam  and  reservoir  are  referred  to  as  the 
Joanna  Dam  and  Reservoir  shall  be  held  to  refer  to  such  dam  and 
■“sservoir  as  the  Clarence  Cannon  Dam  and  Reservoir. 

JBec.  222.  Title  II  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Flood  Control  Citation  of 
Act  of  1965”.  title. 


TITLE  III— RIVERS  AND  HARBORS 

Sec.  301.  The  following  works  of  improvement  of  rivers  and  liar-  River  and  Har¬ 
bors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  and  other  bor  Ao't  of  1965. 
purposes  are  hereby  adopted  and  authorized  to  be  prosecuted  under 
the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  supervision  of  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  subject  to  the 
conditions  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  the  respective 
reports  hereinafter  designated.  The  provisions  of  section  1  of  the 
River  and  Harbor  Act  approved  March  2,  1945  (Public  Law  Num¬ 
bered  14,  Seventy-ninth  Congress,  first  session),  shall  govern  with  59  stat.  10. 
respect  to  projects  authorized  m  this  title ;  and  the  procedures  therein 
set  forth  with  respect  to  plans,  proposals,  or  reports  for  works  of 
improvement  for  navigation  or  flood  control  and  for  irrigation  and 
purposes  incidental  thereto,  shall  apply  as  if  herein  set  forth  in  full. 

NAVIGATION 

Weymouth-Fore  and  Town  Rivers,  Boston  Harbor,  Massachusetts:  Massachusetts. 
"^\use  Document  Numbered  247,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  esti- 
—<ated  cost  of  $12,500,000; 

Providence  River  and  Harbor,  Rhode  Island:  Senate  Document  Rhode  Island. 
Numbered  93,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$13,900,000; 

Rondout  Harbor,  New  York:  House  Document  Numbered  288,  New  York  and 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $20,000;  New  Jersey. 

New  York  and  New  Jersey  Channels-Entrance  to  Kill  Van  Kull 
from  Upper  New  York  Bay :  House  Document  Numbered  108,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,581,000; 

New  York  Harbor,  New  York  (Anchorage  Areas)  :  Senate  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  17,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$44,852,000 ; 

Shrewsbury  River,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  274, 

Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,090,000; 

Tred  Avon  River,  Talbot  County,  Maryland:  House  Document  Maryland. 
Numbered  225,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$323,000; 
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Washington  Metro¬ 
politan  Area, 

Virginia. 


North  Carolina. 
Georgia. 


Florida. 


Alabama, 

Louisiana. 

Michigan. 


Ohio. 


Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers — Removal  of  Drift  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Metropolitan  Area :  House  Document  Numbered  286,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  maintenance ; 

Channel  to  Newport,  News  and  Norfolk  Harbor,  Hampton  Roads, 
Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  143,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $7,095,000 ; 

Channel  to  Newport  News,  Norfolk  Harbor,  and  Thimble  Shoal 
Channel,  Virginia:  House  Document  Numbered  187,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,600,000; 

Hampton  Creek,  Virginia :  House  Document  Numbered  201,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  modification  of  items  of  local  cooperation ; 

Cape  Fear  River,  North  Carolina:  House  Document  Numbered  252, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,510,000; 

Savannah  Harbor,  Georgia:  House  Documents  Numbered  226  and 
263,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $13,569,000.  The 
plan  recommended  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  in  House  Document 
Numbered  263,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  shall  include  facilities  to  miti¬ 
gate  damages  to  presently  improved  areas  southeast  of  the  Savannah 
Wildlife  Refuge  at  an  estimated  additional  cost  of  $40,000.  The  Cfyr' 
of  Engineers  may  include  additional  facilities  to  mitigate  damaged, 
additional  lands  southeast  of  the  Savannah  Wildlife  Refuge  if  he 
determines  them  to  be  necessary  and  justified,  at  an  estimated  addi¬ 
tional  cost  of  $60,000.  All  such  facilities  to  mitigate  damages  shall 
be  maintained  by  local  interests. 

Jacksonville  Harbor,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  214, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $8,484,000; 

Ponce  de  Leon  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  74, 
Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,104,000; 

Broward  County  and  Hillsboro  Inlet,  Florida:  House  Document 
Numbered  91,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,093,000; 

East  Pass  Channel  from  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  into  Choctawhatcliee 
Bay,  Florida:  House  Document  Numbered  194,  Eighty -eighth  Con¬ 
gress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,151,000 ; 

Perdido  Pass  Channel,  Alabama:  Senate  Document  Numbered  94, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $625,000; 

Bayou  La  Batre,  Alabama :  House  Document  Numbered  327,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $262,000; 

Mermentau  River,  Louisiana:  House  Document  Numbered  239, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,690,000 ; 

Alpena  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  1 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $806,000.  In  or  tv, 
to  compensate  for  existing  low  water  levels  in  Lake  Huron,  an  addi¬ 
tional  increment  of  one  foot  in  channel  depth  is  hereby  authorized; 

Frankfort  Harbor,  Michigan:  Senate  Document  Numbered  16, 
Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  est  imated  cost  of  $237,000 ; 

Lexington  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  301, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $570,000,  except  that 
the  modified  recommendations  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  contained  in  letter  of  April  5,  1965,  from  the 
Department  of  the  Army  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
United  States  Senate,  shall  apply  with  respect  to  recreational  fishing 
facilities  on  the  main  breakwater; 

Saginaw  River,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  240, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $437,000 ; 

Cedar  River  Harbor,  Michigan:  House  Document  Numbered  248, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $664,000 ; 

Ashtabula  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  269,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,840,000 ; 
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Rocky  River  Harbor,  Ohio:  House  Document  Numbered  352, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $235,000 ; 

The  project  for  Lorain  Harbor,  Ohio,  authorized  in  section  101  of 
the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86—645 ;  74  Stat.  480) 
is  hereby  modified  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  to  construct  such  bank  stabilization 
works  at  cut  numbered  1  as  may  be  necessary  in  his  discretion  to  keep 
the  navigation  channel  in  its  proper  alinement  at  an  estimated  addi¬ 
tional  cost  of  $1,600,000.  Local  interests  shall  contribute  to  the  cost 
of  the  project  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  the  land  on  the  date  of 
the  original  authorization  of  this  project  that  would  have  been  required 
for  cut  numbered  1,  but  for  this  modification. 

West  Harbor,  Ohio :  House  Document  Numbered  245,  Eighty-eighth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $544,000 ; 

Indiana  Harbor,  Indiana :  House  Document  Numbered  227,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $96,000; 

Burns  Waterway  Harbor,  Indiana :  House  Document  Numbered  160, 
^^ighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $25,000,000.  The 

Jretary  of  the  Army  may  reimburse  the  State  of  Indiana  for  the 
expenditure  of  funds  used  to  construct  such  portions  of  the  project  as 
approved  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  and  constructed  under  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers.  Unless  construction  of  the  project 
is  initiated  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
the  authority  to  reimburse  the  State  of  Indiana  contained  in  this 
paragraph  shall  expire.  The  State  of  Indiana  shall  furnish  assurance 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  that  water  and  air  pollution 
sources  will  be  controlled  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  in  order  to 
minimize  any  adverse  effects  on  public  recreational  areas  in  the  general 
vicinity  of  the  Harbor.  No.  appropriation  is  authorized  to  be  made 
for  the  construction  of  this  project  until  the  Indiana  Dunes  National 
Lakeshore  has  been  voted  upon  by  both  Houses  of  Congress  during  the 
same  Congress. 

Chocolate  Bayou,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered  217,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,254,000 ; 

Houston  Ship  Channel  (Greens  Bayou),  Texas:  House  Document 
Numbered  257,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$470,000; 

Trinity  River  and  tributaries,  Texas:  House  Document  Numbered 
276,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  including  navigation,  except  that  the 
-'commendations  of  the  Board  of  Engineers  for  Rivers  and  Harbors, 
Jled  March  14,  1963,  shall  apply,  and  there  is  hereby  authorized 
$83,000, 000  for  initiation  and  partial  accomplishment  of  the  project. 
Prior  to  expenditure  of  any  funds  for  construction  of  those  features 
designed  exclusively  for  navigation,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  shall  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Congress  a  reevaluation  based  upon  current  criteria. 

San  Francisco  Bay  to  Stockton,  California :  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  208,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $46,853,000. 
The  works  for  wavewash  protection  within  the  limits  of  the  modified 
San  Joaquin  River  navigation  project  shall  be  repaired  or  restored 
by  the  United  States  as  determined  to  be  necessary  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  over  the  life  of  the  project. 

Crescent  City  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered 
264,  Eighty -ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,980,000 ; 

Bodega  Bay,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  106,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $853,000 ; 

Port  San  Luis,  San  Luis  Obispo  Harbor,  California :  House  Docu¬ 
ment  Numbered  148,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$6,360,000 ; 
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Oceanside  Harbor, 
Calif. 


Oregon. 


Washington. 
Hawaii , 


Oceanside  Harbor,  California:  House  Document  Numbered  76, 
Eighty -ninth  Congress,  maintenance.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  reimburse  local  interests  for  any  work  done  by  such 
interests  on  such  project  after  August  1,  1965,  if  he  approves  such 
work  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  project  as  otherwise  authorized. 

Port  Orford,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  62,  Eighty- 
eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $696,000 ; 

Clietco  River,  Oregon:  Senate  Document  Numbered  21,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1,308,000 ; 

Tillamook  Bay  and  Bar,  Oregon :  Senate  Document  Numbered  43, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $9,000,000; 

Edmonds  Harbor,  Washington:  House  Document  Numbered  147, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  maintenance; 

Coasts  of  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  harbors  for  light-draft  vessels, 
Hawaii :  House  Document  Numbered  353,  Eighty-eighth  Congress,  at 
an  estimated  cost  of  $4,737,000 ; 

Honokahau  Harbor,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  68, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $680,000; 

Honolulu  Harbor  and  Barbers  Point  Harbor,  Oahu,  Hawaii :  Hour* 
Document  Numbered  93,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  <\ 
of  $9,928,000 ; 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii :  House  Document  Numbered  75,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,291,000 ; 


BEACH  EROSION 


Rhode  Island. 
New  Jersey. 


South  Carolina. 
Florida. 


Illinois. 
Hawaii . 


Aquatic  plant 
control  project. 
33  USC  610. 


Cliff  Walk,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  House  Document  Numbered 
228,  Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $340,000; 

Perth  Amboy,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  186, 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $82,000; 

Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey:  House  Document  Numbered  325, 
Eighty-eighth  Congress,  periodic  nourishment ; 

Hunting  Island  Beach,  South  Carolina:  House  Document  Num¬ 
bered  323,  Eighty -eighth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $319,000; 

Duval  County,  Florida :  House  Document  Numbered  273,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,266,000 ; 

Fort  Pierce,  Florida :  House  Document  Numbered  84,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $220,000 ; 

Evanston,  Illinois:  House  Document  Numbered  159,  Eighty-ninth 
Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $392,000 ; 

Haleiwa  Beach,  Oahu,  Hawaii:  House  Document  Numbered  1 QP- 
Eighty-ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $572,000 ;  CJ 

Waikiki  Beach,  Hawaii :  House  Document  Numbered  104,  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,490,000. 

Sec.  302.  Section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72 
Stat.  297,  300),  as  amended  by  section  104  of  the  River  and  Harbor 
Act  of  1962  (76  Stat.  1173,  1180),  is  hereby  further  amended  to  read 
as  follows  : 

“Sec.  104.  (a)  There  is  hereby  authorized  a  comprehensive  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  for  control  and  progressive  eradication  of  water- 
hyacinth,  alligatorweed,  Eurasian  water  milfoil,  and  other  obnoxious 
aquatic  plant  growths,  from  the  navigable  waters,  tributary  streams, 
connecting  channels,  and  other  allied  waters  of  the  United  States, 
in  the  combined  interest  of  navigation,  flood  control,  drainage,  agri¬ 
culture,  fish  and  wildlife  conservation,  public  health,  and  related 
purposes,  including  continued  research  for  development  of  the  most 
effective  and  economic  control  measures,  to  be  administered  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
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in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  and  State  agencies.  Local  interests 
shall  agree  to  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  claims  that 
may  occur  from  control  operations  and  to  participate  to  the  extent  of 
30  per  centum  of  the  cost  of  such  operations.  Costs  for  research  and 
planning  undertaken  pursuant  to  the  authorities  of  this  section  shall 
be  borne  fully  by  the  Federal  Government. 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  amounts,  not 
in  excess  of  $5,000,000  annually,  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section.  Any  such  funds  employed  for  control 
operations  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  on  a  priority 
basis,  based  upon  the  urgency  and  need  of  each  area,  and  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  local  funds.” 

Sec.  303.  The  consent  of  Congress  is  hereby  granted  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  9  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1899  (33  U.S.C.  401),  to 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  to  construct  a  dam  on  the  Susquehanna 
River,  downstream  from  the  Bainbridge  Street  Bridge  at  Sunbury, 
Pennsylvania. 

_^Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authorized  and 

jected  to  cause  surveys  to  be  made  at  the  following  locations  and 
„,.oject  to  all  applicable  provisions  of  section  110  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1950: 

Jonesport  Harbor,  Maine. 

Blue  Hill  Harbor,  Maine. 

Great  and  Little  Bays  and  their  tributaries,  New  Hampshire,  and 
adjoining  tributaries  of  the  Piscataqua  River,  New  Hampshire  and 
Maine,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advisability  of  providing 
improvements  in  the  interest  of  navigation  and  allied  purposes. 

Popponesset  Bay,  Massachusetts. 

Niagara  River,  New  York,  with  respect  to  nature  and  extent  of 
measures  necessary  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  scenic  beauty  of  the 
American  Falls. 

Great  Lakes  and  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway :  Investigation  and  study 
of  means  of  extending  the  navigation  season  on  the  waterways  at  an 
estimated  cost  not  to  exceed  $75,000.  Report  to  include  a  full  and 
complete  investigation  and  study  of  waterway  deicing  systems,  includ¬ 
ing  a  review  of  any  previous  pertinent  reports  by  the  Department  of 
the  Army,  any  available  information  from  any  of  the  other  Depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Government,  and  waterway  deicing  methods  in  use  by 
private  concerns  and  foreign  governments,  for  the  purpose  of  deter¬ 
mining  the  practicability,  means,  and  economic  justification  for  extend- 

j  the  navigation  season  on  the  Great  Lakes  (including  connecting 
.^rfarmels  and  harbors)  and  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway  by  eliminating 
ice  conditions  to  the  extent  possible.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  may 
submit  such  interim  reports  as  may  be  deemed  advisable,  and  shall  sub¬ 
mit  his  final  reports,  together  with  his  recommendations  for  such 
legislation  and  administrative  actions  as  he  may  deem  advisable,  not 
later  than  two  years  after  funds  are  made  available  for  the  study. 

Lake  Dauterive  and  Chareton  Floodgate,  Louisiana. 

Dickinson  Bayou,  Texas. 

Manchester  Harbor,  Washington. 

Gulfport  Harbor,  Mississippi. 

Calumet  River,  Illinois. 

Gulf  Intracoastal  Waterway,  from  about  mile  29  West  of  Harvey 
Lock  to  U.S.  Highway  No.  90  in  vicinity  of  Boutte,  Louisiana. 

Intracoastal  Waterway  from  the  Caloosahatchee  River  to  the  With- 
lacoochee  River,  Florida,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  advisability 
of  modifying  the  project,  with  particular  reference  to  provision  for  a 
side  channel  or  connecting  channel  improvement  through  Cross  Bayou 
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East  River,  N.Y. , 
nonnavi  gable . 


River  Raisin, 
Mioh,,  nonnavi- 
gable. 


Remedial  works. 
33  USC  633. 


to  Old  Tampa  Bay,  in  the  vicinity  of  Howard  Frankland  Bridge,  for 
navigation,  flood  control,  and  related  purposes. 

San  Francisco  County,  California  (beach  erosion). 

Lake  Michigan  Shoreline,  Milwaukee  County,  Wisconsin  (beach 
erosion) . 

Indian  River  County,  Florida  (beach  erosion). 

Marquette  County,  Michigan  (comprehensive). 

Sec.  305.  The  first  proviso  in  the  paragraph  which  begins  “James 
River,  Virginia in  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1962 
(Public  Law  87-874)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “after  a  period  of 
five  years  from  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act  unless  the  Governor 
of  Virginia  has  endorsed  the  project  within  that  time”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “October  23,  1971,  unless  the  Governor  of  Virginia 
has  endorsed  the  project  by  that  date”. 

Sec.  306.  Section  107  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1948  (62  Stat. 
1174)  is  amended  by  striking  out  “$5,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$22,000”. 

Sec.  307.  That  portion  of  the  East  River,  in  New  York  Countv. 
State  of  New  York,  lying  between  the  south  line  of  East  Seventeen* 
Street,  extended  eastwardly,  the  United  States  pierhead  line  asV 
existed  on  July  1,  1965,  and  the  south  line  of  East  Thirtieth  Street, 
extended  eastwardly,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  not  a  navigable  water  of 
the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  and  the 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

Sec.  308.  The  old  channel  of  the  River  Raisin  in  Monroe  County, 
Michigan,  lying  between  the  Monroe  Harbor  range  front  light  and 
Raisin  Point,  its  entrance  into  Lake  Erie,  is  declared  to  be  not  a 
navigable  stream  of  the  United  States  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  consent  of 
Congress  is  hereby  given  for  the  filling  in  of  the  old  channel  by  the 
riparian  owners  on  such  channel. 

Sec.  309.  Section  111  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act  of  1958  (72 
Stat.  303)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  111.  Whenever,  during  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of 
any  navigation,  flood  control,  or  related  water  development  project 
under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  the  Chief  of  Engi¬ 
neers  determines  that  any  structure  or  facility  owned  by  an  agency  of 
government  and  utilized  in  the  performance  of  a  governmental  func¬ 
tion  should  be  protected,  altered,  reconstructed,  relocated,  or  replaced 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  navigation  or  flood  control,  or  both ;  or  to 
preserve  the  safety  or  integrity  of  such  facility  when  its  safety  | 
usefulness  is  determined  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers  to  be  adverser- 
affected  or  threatened  by  the  project,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may,  if 
he  deems  such  action  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  enter  into  a  contract 
providing  for  (1)  the  payment  from  appropriations  made  for  the 
construction  or  maintenance  of  such  project,  of  the  reasonable  cost  of 
replacing,  relocating,  or  reconstructing  such  facility  to  such  standard 
as  he  deems  reasonable  but  not  to  exceed  the  minimum  standard  of 
the  State  or  political  subdivision  for  the  same  type  of  facility  involved, 
except  that  if  the  existing  facility  exceeds  the  minimum  standard  of 
the  State  or  political  subdivision,  the  Chief  of  Engineers  may  provide 
a  facility  of  comparable  standard,  or  (2)  the  payment  of  a  lump  sum 
representing  the  estimated  reasonable  cost  thereof.  This  section  shall 
not  be  construed  as  modifying  any  existing  or  future  requirement  of 
local  cooperation,  or  as  indicating  a  policy  that  local  interests  shall 
not  hereafter  be  required  to  assume  costs  of  modifying  such  facilities. 
The  provisions  of  this  section  may  be  applied  to  projects  hereafter 
authorized  and  to  those  heretofore  authorized  but  not  completed  as 
of  July  3,  1958,  and  notwithstanding  the  navigation  servitude  vested 
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in  the  United  States,  they  may  be  applied  to  such  structures  or  facil¬ 
ities  occupying  the  beds  of  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.” 

Sec.  310.  (a)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  107  of  the  River  and 
Harbor  Act  of  1960  (33  U.S.C.  577)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$2,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$10,000,000”. 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  107  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“$200,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$500,000”. 

(b)  Section  3  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  authorizing  Federal 
participation  in  the  cost  of  protecting  the  shores  of  publicly  owned 
property”,  approved  August  13,  1946,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  426g), 
is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out  “$3,000,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$10,000,000”,  and  (2)  by  striking  out  “$400,000”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “$500,000”. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any 
project  under  contract  for  construction  on  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  311.  The  project  for  Calumet  Harbor  and  River,  Illinois  and 
^Ndiana,  as  authorized  by  section  101  of  the  River  and  Harbor  Act 
/ 1962  (76  Stat.  1173),  is  modified  in  order  to  authorize  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  at  his  discretion,  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army,  to  provide  at  Federal  cost  (1)  such  protection  for  the  Elgin, 
Joliet,  and  Eastern  Railway  bridge  over  the  Calumet  River,  Chicago, 
Illinois,  as  is  necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the  full  width  of  the 
south  draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty-seven  feet,  (2)  such  temporary 
protection  for  the  center  pier  and  the  south  abutment  of  the  New 
York,  Chicago,  and  Saint  Louis  Railroad  bridge  (Nickel  Plate)  as  is 
necessary  to  permit  dredging  of  the  full  width  of  the  south  bridge 
draw  to  the  depth  of  twenty-seven  feet  prior  to  its  replacement,  and 
(3)  such  modification  of  the  channel  limits  as  is  necessary  to  insure  full 
use  of  each  such  draw. 

Sec.  312.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  a  complete  investiga¬ 
tion  and  study  of  water  utilization  and  control  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay 
Basin,  including  the  waters  of  the  Baltimore  Harbor  and  including, 
but  not  limited  to,  the  following:  navigation,  fisheries,  flood  control, 
control  of  noxious  weeds,  water  pollution,  water  quality  control,  beach 
erosion,  and  recreation.  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  the  Secretary,  acting  through  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  shall 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  in  the  State  of  Maryland  a  hydraulic 
^\)del  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin  and  associated  technical  center, 
^ach  model  and  center  may  t»e  utilized,  subject  to  such  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary,  by  any  department,  agency, 
or  instrumentality  of  the  Federal  Government  or  of  the  States  of 
Maryland,  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania,  in  connection  with  any 
research,  investigation,  or  study  being  carried  on  by  them  of  any 
aspect  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  Basin.  The  study  authorized  by  this 
section  shall  be  given  priority. 

(b)  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropriated  not  to  exceed 
$6,000,000  to  carry  out  this  section. 

Sec.  313.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  transmit  to  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  not  later  than  June  30,  1968,  a  suggested  draft  of  legislation 
revising  and  codifying  the  general  and  permanent  laws  relating  to 
civil  works  projects  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  navigation,  beach 
erosion  control,  flood  control,  and  related  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment.  The  Secretary  shall  also  submit  a  report  explaining  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  and  making  specific  reference  to  each  change  in  or 
omission  of  any  provision  of  existing  law. 


74  Stat.  486. 


76  Stat.  1178. 


Calumet  Harbor 
and  River, 111.- 
Ind. 

Project  modi¬ 
fication. 


Chesapeake  Bay 
Basin. 

Water  utiliza¬ 
tion  study. 


Appropriation. 

Reports  to  con¬ 
gressional  com¬ 
mittees. 


Pub.  Law  89-298 


-  24  - 


October  27,  1965 


79  STAT.  1096 _ 

Reimbursement  of  Sec,  314.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting  through  the  Chief  of 
states  for  water  Engineers,  shall  make  a  study  of  the  need  for,  and  the  feasibility  of, 
resouroes  projects^he  Federal  Government  reimbursing  States,  political  subdivisions 
thereof,  and  other  public  entities,  for  expenditures  incurred  by  them 
study*  in  connection  with  authorized  projects  for  improvement  of  rivers  and 

harbors  and  other  waterways  for  navigation,  flood  control,  hurricane 
protection,  beach  erosion  control,  and  other  water  resources  develop¬ 
ment  purposes,  to  the  extent  that  such  expenditures  are  incurred  after 
the,' initiation  of  the  survey  studies  which  form  the  basis  for  such 
Report  to  authorized  projects.  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  Congress,  not  later 

Congress.  than  January  31,  1967,  the  results  of  such  study  together  with  his 

recommendations  in  connection  therewith. 

Citation  of  SeC.  315.  Title  III  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “River  and 

title*  Harbor  Act  of  1965”. 

Approved  October  27,  1965. 


LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY: 


HOUSE  REPORTS:  No.  973  (Comm,  on  Public  Works)  and  No. 
of  Conference). 

SENATE  REPORT  No.  464  (Comm,  on  Public  Works). 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD,  Vol.  Ill  (1965): 

July  27:  Considered  and  passed  Senate. 

Sept.  21:  Considered  in  House. 

Sept.  22:  Considered  and  passed  House,  amended. 
Oct.  19:  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Oct.  20:  House  agreed  to  conference  report. 


1170  (Comm. 


